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 Introduction Chapter 1:
This thesis investigates the role of bricolage in early stage firm performance. 
Bricolage, a theory of resourcefulness, describes one way firms create novel 
solutions whilst attempting to satisfy various challenges and opportunities in the 
midst of resource constraints (Ali & Bailur, 2007). More specifically, entrepreneurial 
bricolage is defined as “making do by applying combinations of the resources at 
hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 333). Bricolage 
aligns with notions of resourcefulness: using what’s on hand through making do, and 
recombining resources for new or novel purposes.  Through a bias for action and 
refusal to enact limitations on the resources that are available to create solutions, 
bricoleurs can tackle unexpected complex challenges, take advantage of 
opportunities and go where most other firms won’t in their attempts at firm 
development.  
Bricolage notions of being resourceful (Powell & Baker, 2014) has increasing 
relevance as entrepreneurs face more uncertain environments (D’Aveni, 1995). 
Bricolage may provide entrepreneurs with market advantages over their competitors 
who use more traditional resource-seeking behaviours (Anand & Delios, 2002). 
Many firms may choose to engage in lengthy resource-seeking attempts (Baker & 
Nelson, 2005; Balakrishnan & Cheng, 2005) to ease constraints, for example, by 
seeking trying to attract new stakeholders (Bhidé & Stevenson, 1999) to generate a 
debt or equity injection into their firms (Pollock et al., 2004). Given the increased 
challenges of remaining competitive despite more penurious conditions and dynamic 
environments, bricolage actions may also assist early stage firms through the 
recombinations of existing resources, creating ingenious ways to persist and, as a 
result, enable firms to further develop and grow. More generally, bricolage is 
considered to produce positive outcomes (Ciborra, 1996; Ferneley & Bell, 2006; 
Garud & Karnøe, 2003; Orr, 1996; Salunke et al., 2013) and can create “brilliant, 
unforeseen results” (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 18). 
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However, some researchers are more cautious about the benefits of the use of 
bricolage, arguing that it is not the panacea for all challenges early-stage firms face 
or the appropriate response to all opportunities, although it may be the best they can 
do whilst engaged in action (Lanzara, 1999). Bricolage may only provide fleeting, 
unusual, unorthodox solutions that are “second best solutions, and incomplete” 
(Lanzara, 1999, p. 347), barely “good enough” (Berchetti & Hulsink, 2006, p. 7) and 
difficult to manage over time (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Overall, this lack of 
consensus in the literature provides clear scope for additional research to better 
understand how, and under what conditions, bricolage positively or negatively 
impacts firm performance
1.
   
The results of the research provide novel theoretical contributions that evaluate 
the influence of bricolage processes and its use in entrepreneurial firms.  By 
clarifying some boundary conditions of bricolage, I assist firms by extending 
theoretical arguments around bricolage (Baker and Nelson, 2005) to explore the 
preferable type of environmental settings and they types of teams they should create 
to enable better firm performance when engaging in bricolage behaviours. I also 
explore the ways that entrepreneurs using bricolage may get “stuck” in the process, 
limiting bricolage effectiveness. The results of this resarch may reduce some of the 
common entrepreneurial missteps that occur through applying bricolage in 
unsuitable conditions, owing to a lack of clarity around these contingency effects.  
As a result, my research assists and sets some potentially prescriptive limits around 
bricolage behaviours in early stage firms. 
Research Aim 
My research extends prior research by developing a more in-depth overall 
understanding of the relationship between bricolage and early stage firm 
performance. Specifically, this thesis seeks to provide a better understanding of 
bricolage by providing initial tests of bricolage and its effect on important 
entrepreneurship performance outcomes (venture emergence, and sales) through a 
broad-based representative sample of early stage firms. It further tests two contingent 
                                                 
 
1
 I also acknowledge here that bricolage may possible have no effect on early stage firm performance 
(despite literature suggesting otherwise). 
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effects which may influence the bricolage–performance relationship and explores the 
bricolage actions and mechanisms that may shape its effectiveness.  
To this end, the overall research aim that will guide this thesis is as follows: 
Research Design 
Mixed Method Design Using Multiple Units of Analysis  
This thesis employs a mixed method design using multiple units of analysis in 
order to gain clearer insights into the bricolage–performance relationship in early 
stage firms (defined here as nascent firms: firms which are in the process of being 
created but are not yet established in the market place, and young firms: firms which 
have been operational for up to four years, Davidsson et al., 2011). Specifically, I 
employ a research design which includes three different longitudinal research 
projects (Yin, 2009) in which I apply quantitative approaches at the firm level 
(Studies I and II) and use qualitative techniques at the individual level of analysis 
(Study III) to evaluate different mechanisms and actions that shape bricolage and 
early-stage firm performance. 
This research follows recommendations of Davidsson (2005a, p. 60), who 
argues that “the most fruitful way forward for entrepreneurship research would be 
integrated research programs that include several types of research addressing 
different aspects of the same issues.” Each study is guided by a distinct set of 
research questions which, combined, contribute to the overall research aim. This 
provides a clearer picture of how and under what conditions bricolage may be 
employed in the initial development of early-stage firms and its impact on firm 
performance. 
The three studies also provide distinct evaluations of performance. Study I 
specifically evaluates venture emergence, i.e., nascent firms and their stages of 
venture creation (operational, persistence, or termination; Davidsson & Gordon, 
2012), and both Studies I and II evaluate young firms (sales). Study III evaluates 
To enhance our understanding of the role of bricolage behaviours in early stage 
firm performance by providing a more complete picture of the processes, patterns 
and contexts that shape its effectiveness. 
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firm bricolage actions and task activities
2.
 I will now discuss each of the distinct 
studies in turn, in more detail. 
1.1.1 Study I: Bricolage, Early-Stage Firm Performance and the Moderating 
Role of Environmental Dynamism 
Despite the lack of consensus in the literature regarding bricolage and firm 
performance (Senyard et al., 2014), bricolage has more frequently been associated 
with positive firm effects through the development of innovative solutions which 
redefine existing resources to create novel combinations for meeting new challenges 
and opportunities with new solutions (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Prior literature 
indicates that bricolage plays an important role in overcoming resource scarcity 
through product innovation (Cunha et al., 2014), as a means for creating dominant 
industry designs (Garud & Karnøe, 2003), the development of ingenious work 
arounds to challenges faced in established firms (e.g. Orr, 1996) or to create critical 
novel solutions where none previously existed (Mair & Marti, 2009; Zahra et al., 
2009). The overall question that guides Study I is: What is the relationship between 
bricolage and firm performance and what contingency effects may shape this 
relationship?  One such effect is environmental conditions. 
With frequent changes in technology and increasing market competition, early-
stage firms face environments which are typically dynamic. More sophisticated, 
informed customers drive more frequent market shifts through higher demands of 
innovative solutions (Li & Calantone, 1998). Dynamic contexts influence resource 
choices, including activities around co-creation and resource combinations, shaping 
the speed at which the solutions reach the market as well as their innovativeness, 
both of which further impact firm performance (Pelham, 1999). Prior bricolage 
literature has studied bricolage responses to one off events and during a crisis 
(Beunza & Stark, 2003). However, there is only limited research evaluating how 
early stage firms respond to the constant uncertainty found within dynamic 
environments. 
                                                 
 
2
 These tasks were defined as salient described by entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage in case 
interviews. These tasks were similar to venture creation activities described in large scale venture 
emergence projects the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED) (Reynolds, 2011) and its 
Australian counterpart the Comprehensive Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence (CAUSEE) 
(Davidsson et al., 2012) e.g. marketing and promotional efforts, purchases of inventory etc. 
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As a result, the following research questions were developed in response to the 
limited work done in this important boundary condition: 
 
 
In summary, Study I empirically tests the relationship between bricolage and 
firm performance using a recently established bricolage measure using data 
generated from a large representative longitudinal cohort of early-stage firms from 
the Comprehensive Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence (CAUSEE) 
project (Davidsson et al., 2011). This study then tests the potential contingent pattern 
of environmental dynamism and its influence on the relationship between bricolage 
and firm performance in both nascent firms and young firms. This study thus 
clarifies and extends prior bricolage results by providing the first initial tests of 
bricolage using entrepreneurial measure of nascent firm emergence and young firm 
sales. It further indicates the conditions under which dynamic environments may 
enhance or weaken the performance of early-stage firms engaging in bricolage. 







Figure 1.1 Framework Used in Study I 
1.1.2 Study II: Bricolage, Early-Stage Firm Performance and the Moderating 
Role of Team Composition 
Whilst Study I examines bricolage, firm performance and external conditions 
(environmental dynamism), Study II examines internal conditions and their influence 
on bricolage and firm performance. Specifically, it evaluates team compositions. The 
bricolage literature seldom discusses teams, and the original theorising described 
bricolage as a solo activity (Lévi-Strauss, 1966). Limited research on bricolage has 
focused on teams within established firms (e.g. Orr, 1996), and even less research 
has studied early stage firms (e.g. Garud & Karnøe, 2003). Further, this research on 
Early Stage Firm 
Performance 
Nascent: Firm Emergence 
(Operating vs. Persisting) 
(Persisting vs Discontinued) 
Young Firm:  Sales  




1.1 What is the relationship between bricolage and new-stage firm performance? 




bricolage behaviours by teams provides conflicting evidence about how teams use 
bricolage and about its impact on firm performance. Teams may enable positive 
“momentum” (Garud & Karnøe, 2003, p. 278), but they may also create conflict 
through not following the expected “right way of doing things” (Cleaver, 2002, p.16) 
in bricolage responses. By studying team compositions, this research may provide a 
better explanation of these mixed results. 
The limited existing studies describe teams without specifically theorising on 
their compositional effects. For example, Fuglsang (2010) discusses the impact of 
bricolage practices in teams of home helpers on innovation within a nursing centre, 
and Bechky and Okhuysen (2011) describe Special Weapons and Tactics Teams 
(SWATs) and their responses to surprises as well as the influence of those responses 
on organisational bricolage performance, but do not outline the specific 
compositions of the teams (e.g. composed of similar or diverse team members) or 
how these might influence performance. Team composition impacts (1) resource 
decisions (Packalen, 2007), (2) the characteristics of the resources and their 
availability (Sirmon et al., 2007), (3) a firm’s innovative capacity through access to 
resources and combination activities (Mosakowski, 1998) and (4) the ways a team 
judges challenges and takes action (Priem, 1990), making them important to study. 
Overall, these general findings may be better understood by unpacking 
different team compositions and their contingent effects on the bricolage–
performance relationship. I investigate this through the following research question: 
 
 
I apply and extend the research of Ruef et al. (2009) to test relational 
affiliations between team members, the functional diversity of the team and their 
influence on the relationship between bricolage and young firm performance.
3
 I use 
longitudinal data from the CAUSEE project (Davidsson et al., 2011), specifically 
                                                 
 
3
 I selected recently established firms as their initial market sales have been established, indicating 
that their market offering has been more defined than those of nascent firms who are still in the 
process of start-up. As a result of this market offering, in most cases the team requirements are more 
stable, with fewer entries and exits of temporary team members or helpers (Reynolds, 2011) who 
typically jump in to help as an ‘extra pair of hands’ during nascent venture creation processes. 
 
2.1 How does team composition impact the bricolage-performance relationship? 
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evaluating teams of two or more in recently established firms. To the best of my 
knowledge, such testing has not previously been conducted in the bricolage 
literature. Figure 1.2 shows the research framework for this study: 
 
 
Figure 1.2 Research Framework for Study II 
1.1.3 Study III:  Resource Patterns and Processes Influencing Bricolage 
Effectiveness  
Existing bricolage theory relies on an understanding the fundamental building 
blocks of a firm: resources. Resources can be defined as “all assets, capabilities, 
competencies, organizational processes, firm attributes, information, and knowledge 
that are controlled [or can be accessed] by its members and that enable the firm to 
conceive of and implement strategies that improve its efficiency and effectiveness” 
(Barney, 1997, p.142) and various typologies exist (e.g. Dollinger, 1985) in defining 
and classifying resources (refer Appendix 1.1).  
Bricolage on has begun to explore some of the common sub-dimensions across 
its use (e.g. Senyard et al., 2014). Prior research has emphasised resource 
combinations and how these lead to the discovery of solutions.  Penrose (1959) 
describes these as ‘services’: ‘[the services] yielded by resources are functions of the 
way in which they are used … in combination with different types or amounts of 
other resources” (p. 25).  These combinations of resources create the unique qualities 
of the firm and influence its ability to engage in bricolage behaviours including 
responses to various constraints and opportunities. However, there is less discussion 
in the bricolage literature of the in-depth steps during these resource acts i.e. actions 
that an entrepreneur engaged in bricolage might attempt and how these may limit 
bricolage effectiveness. The literature is not often explicit about the potential 
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missteps of bricolage action whereby individuals or teams engaged in bricolage 
create imperfect responses (Hatton, 1989; Lanzara, 1999) half starts, unsuitable 
bundles, task reattempts, stalled task attempts, or tasks that are attempted but 
then dropped . 
Through an iterative process, I inductively theorise several important 
mechanisms within bricolage actions which limit bricolage effectiveness which have 
not previously been described in the bricolage literature. These novel findings extend 
the important initial theorising of Baker and Nelson’s (2005) research on how 
indiscriminate use of bricolage across multiple domains (i.e. parallel bricolage) may 
limit the future performance of a firm by evaluating bricolage processes at the task 
level. This research intentionally focuses on the ways bricolage actions can create 
inefficiencies
4
 and, as a result, influence both task completion and firm performance. 
Study III uses a longitudinal qualitative case study design and explores actions 
explicitly and implicitly described in the bricolage literature. For example, bricoleurs 
are generally assumed to initially gather or scavenge resources (Baker & Nelson, 
2005), through existing networks (Baker et al., 2003) or known local environments 
(Zahra et al., 2009), put them together through actions of recombination—either by 
means of improvisation or through ‘just a sketch’ notions of planned bricolage—and 
then enact these novel solutions to the challenges or opportunities at hand (Baker, 
2007). By studying these actions in depth, I consider bricolage processes
5
 which are 
largely not discussed in theorising in order to determine how they impact bricolage 
effectiveness. 
  
                                                 
 
4
 As defined by the entrepreneurs in the case interviews including descriptions of delays, obstacles, 
misfits of action, disappointment and  or regret of actions within the bricolage process, dissatisfaction 
of bricolage solutions, challenges or failure in task enactment.   
5
 Process is defined here as actions employed to complete tasks, rather than a linear step-by-step 
approach. 
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To delve deeper into these implicit bricolage actions, Study III initially 
explores how resources are gathered and the ways they are assessed for collection (or 
non-inclusion) in the resource trove
6 





Once resources are collected, this study evaluates the ways the resources are 
organised with similar or dissimilar resources, and other resource management 
decisions including divestment (Dunkleberg et al., 2013).  Actions around the 
organisation and management of resources are described in resource and innovation 
literature yet are rarely studied or discussed in bricolage literature (for notable 
exceptions see Baker & Nelson, 2005; Stinchfield et al., 2013). 
Decisions on how resources are managed impact the overall understanding  of  
the  resources  on  hand  (Baker  &  Nelson,  2005),  which  may influence resource 
choices in bricolage combinations. These actions influence bricolage task enactment, 
impacting firm performance and therefore make such actions important to study. 






This study also evaluates the ways resource combinations are attempted and 
how these may influence bricolage effectiveness. Prior literature on bricolage has 
tended to focus on improvisation in recombination but has not examined the more 
fine-grained assessment of how resources are valued and assessed for “fit” (Baird & 
                                                 
 
6
A trove is defined here as a collection of potentially valuable tools, objects and ideas for use in 
resource activities by entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial teams (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Stinchfield et 
al., 2013, p.892). These resources are retained by entrepreneurs for their past, current or future 
potential use. 
 
RQ3.1a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage assess resources for 
inclusion in the resource trove?   
RQ3.1b. What patterns of resource collection limit bricolage effectiveness? 
 
RQ3.2a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage manage resources within the 
resource trove? 
RQ3.2b. What patterns of resource management actions limit bricolage 
effectiveness? 
22 
Meshoulam, 1988) i.e. how well the recombined bundle of resources (or services 
Penrose, 1959) align with the requirements of the task it is wishing to satisfy or the 
way both task and resources mutual adjust (Feldman, 2004) through experimentation 
before the bricolage solutions are enacted (Weick, 1989).  
Misjudgements made in such activities may lead to repeated attempts at 
combinations and failure of “fit” or unsuitable attempts, multiple unsuccessful 
adjustments, with half- completed or failed attempts at bricolage (Baker, 2007; Stahl, 
2005). Failed attempts at bricolage are seldom described in the literature, but are 
important to study as such actions create utility costs through the use of resources, 
which can shape the level of innovativeness of subsequent bricolage solutions 
through changing compositions of resources within the trove, as a result, have 




The bricolage literature typically describes how, after resource combinations 
are finalised, this solution is successfully enacted or deployed (Baker & Nelson, 
2005, p. 333) in instances of task challenges (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 18). The 
literature tends to disregard flawed or stalled solutions, half attempts, unsuitable 
bundles and tasks that are attempted but then dropped or reattempted and the impact 
these have on the trove and task completion. Such failed attempts may waste 
valuable resources which are typically difficult to access (e.g. money) or recover 
(time) during an important stage of the firm’s development, influencing early stage 
performance which makes them critical to study. This is particularly important for 
early-stage firms, as most face significant resource constraints during their attempts 
to develop (Boeker, 1989).  







Figure 1.3 outlines the framework for Study III. 
RQ3.3a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage assess resources 
recombinations and the task in the creation of bricolage solutions?  
RQ3.3b. What patterns of resource recombination actions limit bricolage 
effectiveness? 
RQ3.4a.  How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage enact their solutions in 
response to tasks?  








Given that bricolage often generates solutions through messy, trial and error 
and improvisational patterns of action (Mair, 2010), this research takes a dynamic 
view of bricolage to generate an in-depth explorations of bricolage actions over time, 
as limited extant research studies these behaviours. As a result, my work provides 
several novel contributions to the bricolage literature. By exploring bricolage 
through these three research studies, I develop a more comprehensive picture of the 
relationship between bricolage and early stage firm performance, and contingency 





In summary, Figure 1.4 provides an overview of the three studies and the 
research framework. 
                                                 
 
7
 Figure 1.3 intentionally does not capture the inherent complexity and non-linear iterative actions in 































Figure 1.4 Overview of the Three Studies 
1.1 OUTLINE OF THE THESIS 
This thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 1 provides an overview of the 
research and research goals and the research questions generated in response to 
omissions in the literature concerning infrequently studied critical issues of 
bricolage, through the specific Studies I–III. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the 
resources theories; it then evaluates the bricolage literature through an integrative 
literature review using inductive coding techniques to generate novel themes, which 
align with the three studies of this thesis. Chapter 3 discusses and further explains 
the mixed method design. Chapter 4 reports the results of Study I, which tests 
bricolage and two measures of early stage firm performance and evaluates 
environmental dynamism as a moderator influencing this relationship.  
Chapter 5 reports the results of Study II, which empirically tests team 
composition as a moderating effect on the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance. Chapter 6 reports the results from Study III, a qualitative study that 
Study 1: External Conditions 
Study 2: Internal Conditions 
Study 3: Processes and Patterns  











evaluates how bricolage processes via a longitudinal case study design, and the ways 
inductively generated mechanisms and actions might limit bricolage effectiveness. 
Chapter 7 provides the main conclusions of this research and reflections on its 
findings and implications for both theory and practice. Figure 1.5 illustrates the 














Appendix 1.1 Resource Definitions and Illustrative Typology 
Author Resource Definitions  (Source: Kraaijenbrink et al. 2010) 
Barney (1991) Firm resources include all assets, capabilities, 
organizational processes, firm attributes, information, 
knowledge, etc. controlled by a firm that enable the firm to 
conceive of and implement strategies that improve its 
efficiency and effectiveness. 
 
Barney (2001) Resources are the tangible and intangible assets a firm uses 
to choose and implement its strategies. 
 
Bergmann Lichtenstein 
& Brush (2001) 
 
All tangible and intangible assets that are tied to the firm in 
a relatively permanent fashion. 
Dollinger (1995) A resource is anything or quality that is useful. 
 
Galunic & Rodan 
(1998) 
Knowledge-based resources generally refer to the ways in 
which the more tangible input resources are manipulated 
and transformed so as to add value. 
 
Makadok (2001) A resource is an observable (but not necessarily tangible) 
asset that can be valued and traded-such as a brand, a 
patent, a parcel of land, or a license. A capability, on the 
other hand, is not observable (and hence necessarily 
intangible), cannot be valued, and changes hands only as 
part of its entire unit. 
 
Miller & Shamsie  
(1996) 
All tangible and intangible assets that are tied to the firm in 
a relatively permanent fashion. 
 
Penrose (1959) The firm is a collection of productive resources the 
disposal of which between different uses and time is 
determined by administrative decision. Strictly speaking it 
is never resources themselves that are ̳inputs ‘in the 
production process, but only the services that the resources 
can render. 
 
Teece, Pisano, & 
Shuen (1997) 
Resources are firm specific assets that are difficult if not 
impossible to imitate. Trade secrets and certain specialized 
production facilities and engineering experience are 
examples. Such assets are difficult to transfer among firms 
because of transaction costs, and because the assets may 
contain tacit knowledge. 
 
Wernerfelt (1984) A resource is meant anything which could be thought of as 
strength or weakness of a given firm. More formally, a 
firm‘s resources at a given time could be defined as those 
(tangible and intangible) assets which are tied semi 




Financial Capital Financial Capital represents money, assets and fungible 
financial stocks.   
Physical Resources 
Physical Resources are the tangible property that is used in 
production and administration including plant and 
equipment, location and amenities available at that 
location.   
Human Capital 
Human Capital includes knowledge, training, and 
experience of the entrepreneur and team members.  
Social Capital Social Capital includes the set of tangible or virtual 
resources that accrue to actors through the social structure. 
Technological 
Resources 
Technological Resources are embedded in firm processes, 
systems or physical transformation of proprietary 
knowledge.  It includes the current team’s intellectual 
capital including any IP. 
Reputational Resources 
Reputational Resources are the perceptions that 
individuals in the environment have of the firm which 
aligns with market legitimacy. 
Organisational 
Resources 
Organisational Resources include the structure, routines 
and systems. It may include the culture and myths being 
developed in the emergent firm. 
Source:  Dollinger (1985) 
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 Literature Review Chapter 2:
This literature review commences with an introduction on entrepreneurial 
venture creation process (Section 2.1), and an overview and comparison of the 
dominant resource theories which have been used in entrepreneurship literature 
including resource dependence theory, resource based view, resource orchestration 
and resourcing theory (Section 2.2). In Section 2.3, I then provide a discussion on the 
original theorising of bricolage by Lévi-Strauss (1966) and its introduction to 
entrepreneurship by Baker and Nelson (2005). Comparisons between bricolage and 
the resource theories are then outlined in Section 2.4.  Through an integrative 
literature review using inductive coding techniques
8
 in Section 2.4, I outline the 
evolution of bricolage definitions and dimensions, and themes that emerged during 
inductive processes in my thematic analysis. Section 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7, specify three 
emerging themes within the review that align with the three distinct studies I evaluate 
in this thesis. 
2.1 THE VENTURE CREATION PROCESS 
Each year, hundreds of millions of people are engaged in business start-up 
efforts (Reynolds et al., 2002).  In Australia alone, recent statistics from the Global 
Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) estimate that 10.5 per cent of the Australian adult 
population were actively engaged in starting and running a new business in 2011 
which equates to 1.48 million early stage entrepreneurs (Steffens et al., 2012). 
Venture creation is a critical element of entrepreneurship (Aldrich, 1990; Gartner et 
al., 2010; Shane & Venkataraman, 2000), attracting interest from individuals, 
Government policy makers and researchers. Entrepreneurship literature initially 
focused on individual traits (i.e. ‘who’ is an entrepreneur (Gartner, 1988, p. 11) but 
actions that new ventures take during start up and their initial development (i.e. 
venture creation processes) are now gaining more prominence in the literature (Shane 
&Venkataraman, 2000; Davidsson & Gordon, 2012; Gordon, 2012).  
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 The review uses thematic rather than chronological analysis as there has been parallel development 
in entrepreneurial bricolage research, as often happens when a field is being established through 
qualitative research (Forrester, 2012).  That said, this literature review does identify some 
chronological patterns by revealing an evolution within themes over time. 
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Venture creation processes typically are multifaceted, and iterative (Ardichvili 
et al., 2003), and are of critical importance in the development of the firm, 
influencing firm’s market position (Boeker, 1988; Gartner, 1988; Quinn, 1980), and 
as a result impacting is survival, development and growth (Davidsson & Gordon, 
2012; Garnsey et al., 2006). Venture creation involves the “organising of new 
organisations” (Gartner, 1985, p. 697) which typically require action (Gordon, 2012), 
at the most basic level, in various gestational activities and tasks (Davidsson et al., 
2011; Reynolds, 2011).  
Much attention has been devoted to the identification of factors, characteristics, 
and conditions which foster entrepreneurial processes and new venture creation 
(Grimaldi & Grandi, 2005; McGee et al., 2009). Prior literature acknowledges the 
importance of resources (Davidsson & Honig, 2003; Dahlqvist et al., 2000; Hoang & 
Antoncic, 2003) and argues that resource decisions are among the most important 
and challenging issues faced by firms in the venture creation process (Carter & Van 
Auken, 2005; Ebben & Johnson, 2006; Ekanem, 2005). 
2.2 RESOURCE BASED THEORIES OF VENTURE CREATION 
Entrepreneurship textbook literature typically outlines resource actions as 
relatively straightforward: firms simply seek to acquire them (e.g. Aldrich, 1999; 
Hisrich et al., 2005) i.e. the simple decision to purchase required resources (Miles & 
Snow, 1984) or instigate resource seeking behaviors through external stakeholders 
through debt or equity investments (Brush et al., 2001; Starr & MacMillan, 1990; 
Stevenson & Gumpert, 1985). Over time, more specific resource theories have 
emerged which has been applied in the venture creation literature including resource 
dependence theory (RDT), resource based view theory (RBV), resource orchestration 
(RO), and resourcing. Each theory will be described briefly (in chronological order 
of their entry into management literature). Table 2.1 however, provides more in-
depth analysis around their assumptions, dimensions and boundary conditions. The 
relevance of these resource theories to bricolage is then evaluated in Table 2.3 after 
outlining bricolage and its key dimensions.   
2.2.1 Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) 
Resource Dependence theory was first described in the 1970’s with the 
publication of The External Control of Organizations: A Resource Dependence 
30 
Perspective (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). The central tenant of RDT is that 
organizational survival relies on the firm’s ability to procure scarce, critical resources 
from the external environment.  Firms engage in a range of actions that minimise 
dependency and the influence of power and control on any one firm in the external 
environment for resources through restructuring relationships. Mergers and 
acquisitions, joint ventures, and close assessments of board compositions are used in 
these relationships restructures (Hillman et al., 2009). When faced with 
environmental constraints, resource dependence theory suggests that firms endeavour 
to secure resources through debt, equity or grants and that a solution to resource 
constraints are only found within external relationships
9
 (Desa, 2008). 
2.2.2 Resource Based View (RBV) 
The second, and the most dominant resource theory in entrepreneurship 
literature, is the resource based view (RBV) of the firm. This is a theory of value 
creation whereby firms develop a strategic competitive advantage through an 
aggregation of its resources and capabilities (Barney, 2001; Wernerfelt, 1984) and 
their deployment within specific contexts. RBV outlines unique, difficult to copy 
product and service offerings (Barney, 1991, 1997) which are generated through a 
bundle of valuable, rare, inimitable or non-substitutable capabilities and resources 
and under the control of the firm (the VRIN framework  Barney, 1991).  This 
framework later evolved to in 1995, to the VRIO framework; using four questions 
around resource and organizational attributes: Are resources Valuable? Rare? Costly 
to Imitate? And is the firm Organized to capture the value of the resources? (Barney, 
1995).   
2.2.3 Resource Orchestration 
The third theory is resource orchestration theory (RO) (Sirmon et al., 2011), an 
extension of RBV, which uses a capability based approach to resources and their 
management.  It evaluates the role of managers’ actions to effectively structure, 
bundle, and leverage firm resources. It combines the resource management 
framework developed by Sirmon and his colleagues in 2007 with Helfat et al’s 
(2007) asset orchestration framework. Its focus is on strategic resource processes of 
resource acquisition (Miles & Snow, 1984) using traditional resource seeking 
                                                 
 
9
 In external environments. 
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behaviours (Miles & Snow, 1984).  Specifically, it defines and evaluates the 
following resource processes (1) structuring (the management of a firm’s resource 
portfolio), (2) bundling (The combinations to construct or alter a firms capabilities) 
and (3) leveraging (application of a firms capabilities to create value and wealth).  
2.2.4 Resourcing  
The final theory is resourcing (Feldman, 2004; Feldman & Worline, 2011).  It 
has only recently been introduced in the entrepreneurship literature (Keating et al., 
2013; Sonenshein, 2014). Resourcing suggests tools and objects may have innate 
qualities that have resource potential, but critically, until action is taken, (i.e. they are 
enacted within a resource bundle) these objects and tools do not possess value. It is 
only when resources are in use that their value is realized. How a potential resource 
is used determines  “what  type  of  resource  it  becomes,  linked  to  a  specific  
solution” (Feldman & Worline, 2011, p. 630). Three key mechanisms are applied 
within resourcing approaches includes narratives, juxtaposition and mutual 
adjustment.  
In Study III, mutual adjustment emerged as an important action within the case 
analysis. Mutual adjustment considers the ways resources and solutions may shift as 
a consequence of learning effects within the process.  For example, in a negotiation 
process
10
 between two individuals, both parties may mutually adjust their needs and 
requirements as a consequence of better understanding each other as the negotiation 
unfolds.  These same ideas may apply between resources and tasks, and the evolution 
of solutions that occurs as entrepreneurs gain a better sense of the application of the 
bundle of resources and task requirements.   
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 I consider here integrative negotiation rather than distributive bargaining techniques (Putnam, 
1990).   
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Table 2.1 Resource Theory Review:  Assumptions, Dimensions, Boundary Conditions  





-Firms have dependence on 
“critical” and important resources 
that may be owned by others, 
leading to power struggles and 
uncertainty. 
-Focus on existing firms with pre-
existing set or trove or resources, 
with sufficient financial means to 
acquire resources, or firms. 
 
Power/Control over 
vital resources.  
Dependencies created 
in relationships. 
Interlocking patterns of relationships that 
occur within co-optation practices. 
Institutional complexity. 
 
Hillman et al. (2009) 
Kono et al. (1998) 
Nienhüser (2008)  
Pache & Santos (2010) 
Parmigian & Rivera-
Santos (2011) 
Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) 





-Focus on existing firms with pre-
existing resource set or trove, with 
sufficient financial slack to acquire 
resources, or firms.  
-Resources value is static and 
known ex ante.   
-Economic motives drive resource 
procurement. 
-competition drives firm responses  







VRIN framework   
(and its subsequent 
evolution VRIO).  
The creation of competitive advantage 
requires relatively stable environments, 
the manager’s influence on the creation 
of sustained competitive advantage 
limited.   
Attractive marketplace  
Limited distinction between capacity and 





Dierickx & Cool (1989) 
Oliver (1997) 
Wernerfelt (1998) 
  33 
Name Assumptions  Dimensions Boundaries Authors 
Resource  
Orchestration (RO) 
RO assumptions  
-Firms have choices in resource 
decision as a consequence financial 
slack (i.e. resources can be acquired 
i.e. have funds). 
-Existing capabilities. 
-Pre-existing core competencies 
should be used to modify short-
term competitive positions; long 
term this builds competitive 
advantages. 
-Resources value is static and 
known ex ante.   
-Economic motives drive 
behaviours. 
-Resource processes within the 
framework are mutually exclusive.  
Structuring the 















Full value of the resource for creating 
(temporary) competitive advantage is 
only realised when resources are 
managed effectively. Types of 
capabilities are not explicitly defined 
(e.g. managerial vs operational 
capabilities (based on Helfat et al. 2009 
work) which is included in this 
framework. Focuses on routines, which 
are problematic in dynamic conditions 
and start-ups (though entrepreneurial 
firms are described in the lifecycle in 
text- but not explicitly outlined in its 
overall application) 
 Other potential boundary conditions: 
- Different types of organisational 
structures may shape the ways 
capabilities that are enacted in the firm. 
- Strategies may be driven by other firm 
outcomes rather than focusing on just 
customers and markets.  
 
Helfat et al. (2009) 
Sirmon et al. (2011) 
Sirmon et al. (2007) 
 
Resourcing Shift from “what do I have” to 
“what actions can I take to create 
actions I care about?” assumes 
availability of practices or the 
ability to create practices Assumes 
relationship between resources and 
actions as lived in practice.    
Potential resources 
becomes resources in 





Connection to practice Feldman (2004) 
Feldman & Worline (2011) 
Sonenshein (Forthcoming) 
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Table 2.1 in the prior section highlights similarities and dissimilarities between 
the resource theories:  RDT focuses on external environments and the importance of 
relationships, while RBV and RO place greater emphasis on internal environments 
and capabilities that lead to firm advantages.  Resourcing emphasises the process of 
resource activities, and how it creates relevant solutions based on “resources in use”. 
2.3 THE ORIGINS OF BRICOLAGE THEORY  
Bricolage theory was first developed by Lévi-Strauss, a structural 
anthropologist, to illustrate the creation of something new through involved actors in 
the process of recombination and transformation of existing objects, tools and 
materials at hand (Lévi-Strauss, 1966).  Bricolage has since been applied in diverse 
settings including law (Tushnet, 1999), education (Hatton, 1989) and evolution 
biology (Johnson, 2012) (cf. Baker & Nelson, 2005 for a review). 
In developing the bricolage construct Lévi-Strauss (1966) outlined two 
phenomena: “ideational” bricolage whereby new myths serving new functions were 
built from the fragments” of the past (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p.21) and “material” 
bricolage where available “raw materials or tools” (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p.17) were 
used to make do with whatever is on hand to perform a large number of diverse 
tasks. 
From these two phenomena, two distinctive theories
11
 have emerged that relate 
to entrepreneurship literature. These are institutional bricolage (Cleaver, 2002) and 
entrepreneurial bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Institutional researchers describe 
bricolage as a mechanism for mobilisation and recombination of institutional logics 
to create institutional change through involved actors, often entrepreneurs, using the 
“gales of creative destruction” to produce novel products and services (Schumpeter, 
1942, p. 1). This includes borrowing and reshaping sanctioned social relationships, 
cross-cultural beliefs, norms and values, culture and social structure in the creation 
and adaptation of institutions (De Koning & Cleaver, 2012).  
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 Duymedjian & Ruling (2010) provide an alternate discussion of bricolage which weaves both 
ideation and material bricolage together in a higher level of abstraction. They argue that bricolage 
occurs at three levels acting (practice), knowing (epistemology) and underlying world view 
(metaphysics). 
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Institutional bricolage is closely aligned with social bricolage (Zahra et al., 
2009) in addressing social community challenges and their institutional impacts 
(Cleaver, 2002; Cleaver, 2012; De Konig & Cleaver, 2012; Desa, 2012; Zahra et al., 
2009).  Entrepreneurial bricolage as a theoretical domain has had a relatively brief 
history, but has evolved with a range of diverse definitions. Table 2.2 outlines 
institutional, entrepreneurial and social bricolage definitions as they have evolved 
over time.  
Initial work by Campbell (1997) more heavily relied on the “ideational” 
phenomenon of the initial theorising of Lévi-Strauss (1966) (i.e. whereby new myths 
serving new functions were built from the fragments” of the past (Lévi-Strauss, 
1966, p. 21) but subsequent entrepreneurial bricolage research has evolved towards a 
greater focus on the “material” (i.e. raw materials or tools used to make do with 
whatever is on hand to perform a large number of diverse tasks) phenomena stressed 
in Lévi-Strauss’ work. For example, definitions that focus on tools include networks 
and relationships (Baker et al., 2003; Baker, 2007; Gong et al., 2005; Ning, 2013), 
capabilities (Banerjee & Campbell, 2009) and experience (Gong et al., 2005). 
Arguably, the most influential work in the development of entrepreneurial 
bricolage and its definitions was Baker and Nelson’s (2005) fieldwork on small, 
resource-constrained firms and the impact of bricolage on growth. This research 
defined entrepreneurial bricolage as “making do by applying combinations of the 
resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker & Nelson, p. 333)12. 
Baker and Nelson’s (2005) “Something from nothing” paper won the Grief 
Research Impact Award
13
 in 2011. The inductive results from this fieldwork revealed 
that the application of bricolage across multiple domains
14
 (parallel bricolage) 
limited growth opportunities, while those firms which used it more selectively 
achieved growth. Much of the bricolage research that has been subsequently 
published uses elements of Baker and Nelson’s work15 (e.g. Davis et al., 2013; Desa 
                                                 
 
12
 This is the most commonly used definition in entrepreneurial bricolage. 
13
 This award is rewarded to the most impactful scholarly work in entrepreneurship published from 6 
years ago. 
14
 The five domains outlined were physical inputs, labour inputs, skills inputs, customer/markets, 
institutional/regulatory Baker & Nelson (2005, p. 349). 
15
 It is the most highly cited bricolage article within the entrepreneurship domain with over 1000 cites 
in Google scholar (at time of writing, October 2014). 
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& Basu, 2013; Rönkkö et al., 2013; Senyard et al., 2014) and has made attempts to 
further delineate theorising in bricolage. 
But before examining in more detail the dimensions of bricolage identified by 
Baker & Nelson (2005) and the subsequent stream of research of entrepreneurial 
bricolage it is important to first distinguish bricolage, as defined in the original 
theorising of Lévi-Strauss (1966), from other resource actions.  
2.3.1 “True Bricolage” and Bricolage Defined in this Thesis  
While some are inclined to argue “everything is, or looks like bricolage”, initial 
and current theorising (e.g. Desa & Basu, 2013; Fulsang, 2010; Garud & Karnøe, 
2003; Lévi-Strauss, 1966; Stinchfield et al., 2013) clearly delineate between what is 
and is not bricolage. Lévi-Strauss (1966) made a distinction between a bricoleur’s 
flexibility of resource combinations in terms of tools and objects (Duymedjian & 
Rüling, 2010) as opposed to the structured resource actions of an “engineer” who, 
when facing challenges or opportunities, acquires relevant resources to develop 
solutions (Bhidé & Stevenson, 1999), using institutionally acceptable resources and 
designs. 
The careful distinction between the actions of the bricoleur and engineer is 
necessary to counter the tendency to apply a bricolage label to all seemingly 
ingenious resource actions, or resource actions that occur in penurious environments. 
If researchers identify all actions as bricolage, (perhaps as a consequence of it being 
an “up and coming” theory that only recently has been studied in entrepreneurship, 
e.g. Brush et al., 2006; Cunha et al., 2014), it could result in bricolage theory 
becoming a heterogeneous collection of unique studies with diverse constructs and 
divergent results. This would limit the coherence and applicability of bricolage 
theory, weakening its relevance in entrepreneurship. 
Bricolage theory suggests engineers (not bricoleurs) acquire resources
16 
at full 
costs to apply and/or replicate prior or established designs in response to often 
routine challenges or opportunities (Desa & Basu, 2013). Engineer typologies do not 
align well with the sub dimensions of bricolage of Baker and Nelson (2005) in this 
                                                 
 
16
 This also aligns with traditional resource seeking and acquisition behaviours in strategy (e.g. Miles 
& Snow, 1978; Sirmon et al., 2011) and RDT theory (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1976). 
  37 
research: making do, using the resources on hand
17
, creative recombination attempts 
and through these actions, novel solutions are applied to challenges and opportunities 
(Baker, 2007).  Distinctions between bricolage and resource actions are carefully 
assessed in Study III. Specifics on the dimensions are provided in the next section. 
2.4 BRICOLAGE DIMENSIONS 
2.4.1 Making Do 
When facing constraints, bricoleurs make do with existing resources rather 
than employing range of alternate actions. These alternate actions may include, for 
example, resource seeking through equity, debt or grants (Shane, 2000), ignoring 
new opportunities (Gaglio & Katz, 2001) or giving up (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 
353). Through a bias for action (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 335) and making do with 
what resources they already have within the trove
18
 or can easily access through 
scavenging or pre-existing networks, bricoleurs often deliberately and consistently 
“test the boundaries of known limitations” of the resources applied to the 
opportunities and challenges they face. Bricoleurs remain persistent while engaged in 
action, instead of giving up or not attempting action by ignoring new opportunities 
(Gaglio & Katz, 2001). 
Making do occurs through a permissive flexibility of resource combinations 
and their ascribed social meanings (Feldman, 2004), with bricoleurs happily breaking 
the rules, not developing the institutionally deemed “acceptable” cache of 
appropriate tools and objects or following the common ways of completing tasks. 
Firms that make do commonly use a “satisficing mode” (Das, 2008, p. 12; Simon, 
1987) where “resource recombination stops as soon as the arrangement works” 
(Duymedjian and Clemens Rüling 2010, p. 140), such that typically outcomes are 
“good enough” (Berchicci & Hulsink, 2006, p. 7). Making do entails relying on the 
resources on hand. 
                                                 
 
17
 Including those resources that are distressed, disused gathered in scavenging activities (Baker & 
Nelson, 2005). 
18
 A trove is defined here as a collection of potentially valuable tools, objects and ideas for use in 
resource activities by entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial teams (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Stinchfield et 
al., 2013, p.892). These resources are retained by entrepreneurs for their past, current or future 
potential use. 
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Table 2.2 Bricolage Definitions (Chronological Order) 
Category Author Term Definition 
Institutional Campbell (1997) Symbolic Bricolage Reemployment of existing and acceptable belief systems in innovative processes. 
Institutional Campbell (1997) Hybrid Bricolage Combination of technical and symbolic principles in designing new solutions. 
Institutional Campbell (1997) Technical Bricolage Designing efficient solutions. 
Entrepreneurial Baker et al. (2003) Network Bricolage Dependence on pre-existing contact networks as the means on hand. 
Entrepreneurial Gong et al. (2005) Genealogical Bricolage Established routines from prior organizations in which founding team members had worked were 
imported to construct many of the routines we observed in new firms. 
Entrepreneurial Gong et al. (2005) Interactive Bricolage Constructed routines by combining elements of routines brought to the firm by members of its network 
of stakeholders. 
Entrepreneurial Gong et al. (2005) Generative Bricolage. Despite their newness, firms also created routines by drawing on their own limited collective 
experience as a firm. 
Entrepreneurial Baker & Nelson (2005) Entrepreneurial Bricolage Entrepreneurial bricolage defined as making do by applying combinations of the resources on hand to 
new problems and opportunities. 
Social Johannison & Olaison (2007) Social Bricolage Spontaneous collective effort, combining and locally collective action. 
Entrepreneurial Banerjee & Campbell (2009) Inventor Bricolage Technological capabilities through reallocation of extant individual inventors to address new 
opportunities embodied in patents. 
Entrepreneurial Duymedjian & Clemens Rüling (2010) Collective Bricolage Individual defines their particular uses of objects. (Familiar/Conventional) 
Entrepreneurial Halme et al. (2012) Intrapreneurial bricolage Entrepreneurial activity within a large organization characterized by creative bundling of scarce 
resources. 
Entrepreneurial Davis et al. (2013) Personal Bricolage Use of entrepreneurial bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005) creative orchestration of personal resources 
(i.e., personal bricolage). Personal bricolage involves creatively combining and recombining existing 
resources for the purpose of goal accomplishment. 
Entrepreneurial Ning (2013) Capability-based bricolage. Opportunistic, flexible process of “making do” with existing [operational] capabilities. 
Entrepreneurial Ning (2013) Relationship based bricolage. “Making do” with existing ties with clients. 
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2.4.2 Resources on Hand 
The resources on hand within a bricoleurs trove include potentially valuable 
“bits and pieces” (Phillips & Tracey, 2007, p. 317), objects, tools, ideas, and broad 
skills (Duymedjian & Rüling, 2010; Rönkkö et al., 2013).  
Research in bricolage has, for example, evaluated physical resources, “such as 
wood and lorry gears” as “modest resources” for the development of Danish wind 
turbines (Garud & Karnøe, 2003, p. 278) but also outlines the importance of 
knowledge as a resource (Banerjee & Campbell, 2009).  The resources on hand 
include those the entrepreneur owns, or has scavenged (Baker & Nelson, 2005; 
Stinchfield et al., 2013) be it those “available cheaply, or free” within known 
resource environments (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 336; Lanzara, 1999; Lévi-Strauss, 
1966) or those accessed through existing networks (Baker et al., 2003; Baker, 2007). 
Bricolage often occurs in environments where resources are not available, 
difficult to source, or difficult to access (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Weick, 1993) 
ensuring the trove  is  a  critical  element  in  how  bricoleurs  persist  and  grow,  
despite  their constraints. Resources are typically gathered for current or future 
resource combinations (Ciborra, 1996; Lévi-Strauss, 1966; Stinchfield et al., 2013). 
Resources are therefore a critical aspect of bricolage as they are “the building 
blocks” from which to create resource combinations. 
2.4.3 Recombination of Resources for New Purposes  
Bricoleurs recombine the existing resources on hand and use them in ways that 
they were not originally designed for. They do this through tinkering and 
experimentation of existing resources via configuration attempts to prepare resource 
combinations to be executed or deployed (Bitar & Hafsi, 2007; Teece et al., 1997). 
They use resources in an unorthodox manner, defining resources as what they could 
do, versus what they should do, for new purposes (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Ciborra & 
Lanzara, 1994), creatively disregarding their prior use or design specifications. 
Repackaging, transposing, and recombining existing objects can also be considered 
acts of creative reinventions (Penrose, 1959; Rice & Rogers, 1980). 
There are two approaches in the literature examining how bricoleurs combine 
and recombine existing resources. These are improvisation (i.e. where “composition 
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and execution converge in time” (Moorman & Miner, 1998, p. 698), and more 
planned “just a sketch” bricolage approaches (Baker, 2007). 
Improvisational approaches are much more prevalent in bricolage literature 
where resource recombination involves a ‘hands on’ approach (Baker 2007; Ciborra, 
1999; Kamoche et al., 2001). Improvisational bricolage has been described as both 
creative and intuitive in that it influences how firms organise and reorganise 
resources to adapt to market opportunities, as a reaction to a crisis (Cunha et al., 
1999; Weick, 1993), disasters (Johansson & Oliason, 2007) and unexpected 
activities, events or surprises (Bechky & Okhuysen, 2011; Ciborra, 1996; Styhre, 
2009). 
More recent theorising, however, also considers bricolage as a discrete 
behavior relative to improvisation (Cunha et al., 2014) i.e. it may also occur in the 
implementation of "just a sketch” notions of planned bricolage (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, 
p. 21). Lanzara (1999, p. 27), for example, suggests bricolage as a “loose coupling 
between intentions, plans, actions and outcomes” [italics added]. Explicit evaluation 
of “planned bricolage” and resource changes in bricolage processes in the literature 
are, however an exception to the norm (Baker, 2007).  I evaluate both “just a sketch” 
notions and improvisational bricolage within bricolage processes in Study III as they 
evolved within the qualitative case results.  This concludes the section articulating 
bricolage and its dimensions.   
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2.5 BRICOLAGE AND LINKS TO RESOURCE DEFINITIONS AND 
THEORIES.  
After the review of bricolage it becomes apparent, when assessing bricolage 
and linking it to resource definitions, that following socially ascribed meanings 
around resources is problematic.  Entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage show a bias for 
action (Baker & Nelson, 2005) and a positive disdain for the social values ascribed to 
resources (with the literature highlighting often unexpected resource combinations as 
a consequence of breaking the rules around which resources should go together). As 
a result, attempting to apply more traditional ways of thinking of static resource 
attributes and resources is problematic:  bricoleurs simply break the rules and use 
whatever is on hand that might be useful or relevant to create a solution.  As a result, 
a more broad definition was taken in both the CAUSEE survey and qualitative 
research where resources were defined as “anything to get the job done.”  
Table 2.3 links the prior discussion of resource theories with bricolage theory 
as noted earlier in section 2.2.  Based on this review, bricolage closely follows both 
RBV and resourcing theories.  When evaluating bricolage as a process, it aligns with 
themes of collecting potentially valuable resources and making valuations around 
“resources in use” (Feldman, 2004) during acts of recombination. Study III illustrates 
resourcefulness mechanism of mutual adjustment and resource value being assigned 
to “resources in use” through bricolage processes. When evaluating bricolage as an 
outcome, bricolage actions can lead to competitive advantages through the 
generation of unique solutions created from a bundle (combination) of resources and 
capabilities, aligned with notions of RBV. 
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Table 2.3 Similarities and Differences between Resource Theories and Bricolage 
 Similarity  with Bricolage Differences between Bricolage and RDT 
Resource Dependence Theory 
(RDT) 
1. RDT considers access to resources critical to firm 
survival; access to resources is also important in 
bricolage.  
2. RDT considers the process of gaining access resources 
situated within external environment; bricolage 
theorising also evaluates the process of accessing 
resources within external environments (through 
scavenging) (Baker and Nelson, 2005). 
3. Both theories considers the impact of resource scarcity 
4. Both bricolage and RDT evaluates the impact of 
environmental uncertainty on resource behaviours 
5. Both theories indicate the importance of relationships 
when evaluating resource access (bricolage does this 
through network bricolage (Baker et al., 2003). 
 
1.  RDT focuses on dependence on critical resources 
external to the firm.  In comparison, the bricolage 
literature placing greater focus on the creation of new 
value through existing resource combinations (within 
the firm or through preexisting relationships) though 
scavenging activities may also occur within this 
process. 
2. RDT considers the procurement of resources through 
acquisition, not access. These activities procurement 
activities occur within joint ventures and mergers and 
acquisitions; typically these do not align well with 
‘making do’ in bricolage theory.   
3. In RDT theory, key dimensions of power and control 
of resources limiting the influence of any one 
relationship; these dimensions are not commonly 
described in entrepreneurial bricolage. 
4. In RDT, resources and their meanings are predefined 
ex ante, where the value of a resource is assigned.  In 
bricolage resource meanings are more flexible and 
more commonly rather emerge as a consequence of 
their combinations and applications to specific tasks 
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 Similarity  with Bricolage Differences between Bricolage and RBV 
Resource Based View 1. Idiosyncratic resource bundles/combinations create 
value for the firm. 
2. Both suggest knowledge of resources and their 
attributes are important in creating value. 
3. RBV and bricolage both outline unique, difficult to 
copy product and service offerings. 
4. Both theories acknowledge a bundle of resources can 
create competitive advantages. 
1. Resources are acquired in RBV, but are accessed in 
bricolage (through preexisting relationships or 
through scavenging in known local environments). 
2. RBV outcomes of sustainable (or temporary) 
competitive advantage occur as a result of resource 
decisions.  This advantage considers advantage over 
other competitors in the environment.  Bricolage 
research more commonly evaluates resource 
decisions creating solutions to problems or 
opportunities, which may (or may not) lead to 
competitive advantages. 
3. In RBV, resources and their meanings are predefined 
ex ante, where the value of a resource is assigned.  In 
bricolage resource meanings are more flexible and 
more commonly rather emerge as a consequence of 
their combinations and applications to specific tasks 
(challenges and opportunities). 
4. RBV assumes a pre-existing established bundle of 
resources in firms that are trading and who have the 
wherewithal to understand competitors. Bricolage 
theory provides narratives in firm start up where 
scavenging and recombination assist to create new 
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 Similarity  with Bricolage Differences between Bricolage and RO 
RO 1. Both RO and Bricolage consider idiosyncratic resource 
bundles/combinations and how they create value for the 
firm. 
2. Resource attributes are important in creating value for 
both RO and bricolage.   
1. This research focuses on the role of a manager 
influencing resource outcomes (which indicates staff 
and a hierarchy within a firm) entrepreneurial 
bricolage literature typically describes its use in 
newly established firms which may have limited 
established structures.   
2. Entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage in early stage 
firms typically don’t possess established resource 
troves, or well established capabilities which are 
central dimensions in RO. 
3. RO focuses on economic motives that drive 
behaviours,  Bricolage research indicates both social 
and motive objectives  in actions (e.g. Mair & Marti, 
2009)  
4. Resource decisions generate the development of 
capabilities in RO and ultimately competitive 
advantages.  Bricolage does not separate resources 
and capabilities, as both are considered resources on 
hand.  These are tools to create solutions to problems 
or opportunities. 
5. RO focuses on routines, which differs from bricolage 
which seeks to create solutions to “new problems and 
opportunities” (Baker & Nelson, 2005) which by 
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 Similarity  with Bricolage Differences between Bricolage and Resourcing 
Resourcing  1. Both emphasize the process: bricoleurs possess a bias 
for action (Baker & Nelson, 2005).   
2. Deliberate attempts to break the socially ascribed 
meanings of resources is aligned with the notion the 
importance of asset and action and resources in use:  
and through acts of resource combinations, the value of 
a resource is assigned. 
3. Alignment between Resourcing and Bricolage through 
illustrating how firm resource troves shift over time 
through resources in use and resource consumption.  
1. Resources in use are applied to frameworks or schemas 
in resourcing.  In bricolage, resources in use 
(combinations) are applied to new problems and 
opportunities.  
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2.6 THEMATIC ANALYSIS 
Before considering the prior bricolage research and its relationship to firm 
performance, it is first necessary to examine how different perspectives on bricolage 
may have influenced the existing empirical literature. I do this through a thematic 
analysis technique. The thematic analysis highlights the current state of bricolage 
research: it defines its past and evolution, the structure and the ways it the 
methodological approaches used (Broome, 1993). The analysis follows three steps. 
The first step consists of a structured search technique to generate the sample of 
double blind peer reviewed articles and relevant publications used in the literature 
analysis. The second step is the development of an integrative literature review using 
qualitative coding techniques to establish themes and underlying mechanisms found 
in the selected publications through first order codes whilst enabling “sense-making 
in context” (Torraco, 2005). 
The third step is to finalise themes as I iterated between bricolage, resource and 
entrepreneurship literatures to discover omissions and potential opportunities to 
further develop and extend current bricolage theorising. I classified themes into two 
categories (a) evolving themes whereby the matrices theme has a strong “voice” 
within the “conversation” (Huff, 1999) of bricolage yet there is some debate within 
the theme, typically illustrating a lack of consensus in the ways it is described or 
viewed and (b) emerging themes which are important themes that are on the 
periphery of the conversation in bricolage (often owing to their recent introduction in 
theorising), which providing further scope for opportunities to extend the limited 
existing theorising and to provide novel contributions for both theory and practice. In 
this  chapter  I  provide  examples  of  an  evolving  theme  within  measures  of 
performance (innovation) and three emerging themes
19
 related to each of the three 
studies outlined in this research. 
2.6.1 Literature Search and Coding Process 
The initial literature assessment sought to generate a relevant sample of 
documents including peer review articles and book chapters to use in this analysis. 
To ensure I only looked at organisational and entrepreneurial bricolage and not 
                                                 
 
19
 Refer to section 2.8 for the process of how these themes were generated. 
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bricolage being applied in other various contexts (e.g. religion, sexuality, law, 
architecture) (cf. Baker & Nelson, 2005), I selected and used 3 databases: 
ABI/Inform (Proquest), Academic Business Source Elite (Ebscohost) and Scopus 
(Elsevier). My initial enquiry used the following key terms: (TITLE-ABS-KEY= 
(bricolage) AND
20
 (entrepreneur* OR firm* OR new venture* OR start-up*
21
). This 
resulted in 519 entries, which I then assessed more closely. Initially I removed all 
conference articles, working papers, and identical articles shown in the different 
databases. 
I then assessed the remaining journal articles using a two-step process. Initially 
I retained relevant entrepreneurship and management journals that have an ISI Web 
of Science® 2012 citation impact factor of 2 or greater using the 2 year count (Refer 
to Appendix 2.1). I then retained highly cited journal articles
22
 from more recent 
works and book chapters within the field including those that had items that 
described empirical measures. Further explanation of the selection process evaluating 
entrepreneurial bricolage is described in Table 2.4.   The search was conducted in 
June 2014. 
The dates for articles under review are 1999
23
 - 2014 inclusive. A breakdown 
of the type of item is provided in Appendix 2.2. The final review consists of 77 
articles studying entrepreneurial bricolage including institutional bricolage (when it 
overlapped into an entrepreneurial setting e.g. Marti & Mair, 2009) and social 
bricolage. 
  
                                                 
 
20
 AND/OR are operators that either find those documents contain any or all of the terms. 
21
  The asterisk wildcard enabled variation of a word and replaces multiple characters in this word e.g. 
entrepreneurship, entrepreneurs. 
22
 The paper citations serve as a “de facto” vote of its contribution towards knowledge accumulation 
and development (Saha et al., 2003). 
23
 Prior to 1991, the limited work that studied bricolage in English was teaching (e.g. Hatton, 1989) or 




Table 2.4 Selection Process of Thematic Analysis 
Step Task Inclusion Exclusion Total 
1 Boolean search of databases using term bricolage, 
entrepreneurship, new venture +start up* + firm* 
  519 
2 Assessment and removal of conference 
papers, duplicated papers, book chapters 
 -273 246 
3 Journal quality assessment WOS relevance  -183 63 
4 Inclusion of book chapters and working 
documents (social bricolage) and book 
chapter, and highly cited journal articles (for 
profit bricolage) in journals not previously 
captured 
+14   
Total    77 
2.6.2 Thematic Analysis 
This section delves deeper into the literature to generate in depth assessment of 
the current state of bricolage theory, using thematic analysis techniques. This process 
(which catalogues and organises the subject matter of the phenomenon) follows prior 
procedures outlined in Jones et al. (2011), including inductive techniques (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006) using Nvivo 10 where the literature is coded and assessed in an 
iterative to develop evolving and emerging themes while keeping the information 
contextualised (Saaba & Fonesca, 2008). Thematic analysis identifies evolving and 
emerging issues and themes in current literature, and by focusing on the emerging 
themes (which are less researched) it provides opportunities to explore omissions in 
the literature, ask research questions that have not been studied and provide novel 
relevant contributions to current bricolage theorising. 
The results of the thematic analysis are provided in three sections. In the first 
section I provide a broad overview of the overall structure of the bricolage literature 
through the use of thematic maps (Nag et al., 2007). The analysis identifies and 
elaborates on ‘nuts and bolts’ of the domain including methodological choices 
applied in previous research (level of analysis, setting, sample and theoretical lens 
used in specific studies). This section highlights how the field is changing and 
indicates that though the settings of research are diverse, there appears to be a 
development of convergence in some thematic areas, highlighting the evolution of 
initial interim development and new theoretical debates in more recent research (e.g. 
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social bricolage, Zahra et al., 2009), including the establishment of new empirical 
measures of entrepreneurial bricolage. 
The second section delineates current theorising on bricolage and firm 
outcomes, specifically noting the evolving theme of innovation. The final sections 
outline the three emerging themes generated through the analysis that currently have 
a minor role or are not explicitly well defined in bricolage theorising. The themes 
include environmental dynamism, team composition, and process evaluations 
influencing bricolage effectiveness. These minor themes highlight less frequently 
evaluated contingency effects and patterns and processes that may influence 
bricolage and firm performance. I use these three themes to generate novel 
contributions for theory and practice within the three separate studies. 
2.7 INTEGRATIVE LITERATURE REVIEW (STRUCTURAL 
CHARACTERISTICS) 
Following is an outline of the structural characteristics of entrepreneurial 
bricolage, and illustrates how it has been applied to a range of the research levels 
of analysis (i.e. institutional, industry, firm, project, and individual) and recent 
empirical measures. 
2.7.1 Analysis of Research Level and Type 
Researchers have examined bricolage at various research levels of analysis. 
Each level of analysis provides a unique perspective of bricolage action creating 
novel solutions to challenges and opportunities. 
Institutional Bricolage 
Institutional researchers describe bricolage as a mechanism for 
mobilisation and recombination of institutional logics in response to institutional 
change or to create change. Much of the research in institutional bricolage links 
to social entrepreneurship and the use of bricolage to develop solutions as a 
response to meet unmet needs (Mair & Marti, 2006) as a response to operating in 
resource constrained environments where most individuals live in poverty (e.g. 
rural Bangladesh, Mair & Marti, 2009).  Social bricolage is also used to stimulate 
much broader level change through crafting small-scale solutions to address the 
social needs that exist in their local communities (Zahra et al., 2009). The research 
evaluating institutional bricolage commonly applies theoretical mechanisms of 
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relationships, culture and collaboration (Cleaver, 2002, Mair & Marti, 2009; Zahra et 
al., 2009), and the ways collectives (Feldman & Worline, 2011) motivate and 
instigate institutional change. 
Industry 
From gastronomy and French cuisine (Rao et al., 2005) to the development of 
the dominant design in the wind turbine industry (Garud & Karnoe, 2003), this level 
of analysis indicates how bricolage has been applied in a diverse number of industry 
settings. This section focuses again on relationships but through the use of 
intermediaries (Soeperman et al., 2009) and networks (Evers & O’Gorman, 2011) 
though not the communities described in institutional research (Zahra et al., 2009). 
Innovation in various industries is described in this level of analysis, e.g. 
construction (Stewart & Fenn, 2006) and employment security (Soeperman et al., 
2009). 
Firm 
The majority of research in bricolage evaluates firm behaviours. This level of 
analysis provides most of the theoretical conversations around an initial leading 
debate: is bricolage an element of improvisation, or a discrete separate behaviour? 
(Answer: the emerging consensus suggests it’s a separate behaviour e.g. Baker et al., 
2003; Cunha et al., 2014). The theoretical mechanisms used in firm level studies 
include learning, knowledge, capabilities and innovation (e.g. innovation and firm 
research and development at Olivetti, Ciborra, 1996). 
Project, Team and Individual Level 
Much less attention has been placed on project, team or individual levels 
within bricolage research. The theoretical focus in these project/team level of 
research analysis include hidden illegitimate bricolage through “community of 
practice” (Baker, 2007; Orr, 1996). At the individual level, the theoretical 
mechanisms include creativity and improvisation (Hmieleski & Corbett, 2006) and 
network relationships. Table 2.5 provides an overview of the various levels of 
analysis evaluated in bricolage literature. 
My research uses various levels of analysis: I use both firm (Study I and Study 
II) and individual levels of analysis (Study III), with the inclusion of additional data 
at the industry level (Study I) and team level (Study II). 
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2.7.2 Empirical Tests Using Bricolage Measures  
The development of empirical scales and initial empirical tests within bricolage 
research indicate a theoretical field in progress, with growing maturity (Edmondson 
& McManus, 2007). I find some progress, though limited research exists with 
empirical measures of bricolage (I found a total of 10 studies) to test or apply 
bricolage to empirical tests (Table. 2.6). Overall, the review suggests that bricolage 
measures have been used on various samples, applying various analysis techniques. 
Some studies provide evidence of validating new measures (e.g. Rönkkö et al., 2013) 
while others have applied content analysis techniques (Desa, 2012) with measures 
based on Baker and Nelson’s domains (Desa, 2012; Rönkkö et al., 2013). Others 
have applied a measure based on the Baker and Nelson’s definition of bricolage 
(Davis et al., 2013; Senyard et al., 2014). Both cross sectional and longitudinal data 
have been used in these empirical tests. 
Initial work in the development of a bricolage measure aligned with the 
theorising of the time when bricolage was considered primarily a component of 
improvisation (e.g. Cunha & Cunha, 2006). As a consequence, the first measures of 
bricolage had only a few “bricolage” items as part of a larger improvisation 
measure. These measures (e.g. Hmieleski & Corbett, 2006; Leybourne & Sadler 
Smith, 2006) did not attempt to capture the entrepreneurial bricolage definitions 
or domains defined in Baker and Nelson (2005). 
Banerjee and Campbell (2009) then used an unusual sample of longitudinal 
patent data to develop a measure of inventor bricolage, defined as the “reconstruction 
of technological capabilities through reallocation of extant individual inventors to 
address new opportunities embodied in patents” (p. 473). While this is a novel 
theoretical contribution to the establishment of the entrepreneurial bricolage domain, 
it lacks relevance to the numerically dominant “modest majority” of entrepreneurial 
firms (Davidsson & Gordon, 2012) who typically do not hold patents, limiting its 
relevance and application to a broader scope of entrepreneurship theory. 
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Table 2.5 Levels of Analysis, Setting and Theoretical Lens Used in Bricolage Literatures  
Analysis Sample Authors Setting Theoretical Lens Described 
Institutional Water rights in Africa 
N.A. 
BRAC, Rural Bangladesh 
N.A. 
 
8 UK Social Enterprises 
3 Japanese MNC in China 
Water rights in California 
202 tech social ventures 
202 tech social ventures24 
SME sustainability firms 
Cleaver (2002) 
Spencer et al. (2005) 
Mair & Marti (2009) 
Zahra et al. (2009) 
 
Di Dominco et al. (2010) 
Gamble (2010) 
Booher & Innes (2010) 
Desa (2012) 




















Hybrid, Local Adaptation 
Governance, Relationship 
Legitimacy, Reconfiguration 
Optimisation vs. Bricolage 
Design, Knowledge 
Industry Wind Turbine Industry 
Gastronomy and French Cuisine 
Construction Industry 
Dutch Employment Security 
Wind Turbine Industry 
Irish Shellfish Sector 
Garud & Karnøe (2003) 
Rao et al. (2005) 
Stewart & Fenn (2006) 
Soeparman et al. (2009) 
Hendry & Harbourne (2011) 
Evers & O’Gorman (2011) 
Industry Paths in Making 





Break-through vs. Bricolage 






2 new product development firms 
25 start-up consulting firms 
29 small firms in constraint 
60 young firms knowledge-based growth 
Recruitment, pet enthusiast production 
2 L3C social ventures 
2 Case Companies Nokia and ABB 
Chinese IT service suppliers 
658 Nascent and Young Firms 
Ciborra (1996) 
Miner et al. (2001) 
Baker et al. (2003) 
Baker & Nelson (2005) 
Gong et al. (2005) 
Ferneley & Bell (2006) 
Florin & Schmidt (2011) 
Halme et al. (2012) 
Ning (2013) 












Imprinting, Learning, Knowledge 
Improvisation, Network 
Rule Breaking, Domains, Selective/ Parallel 
Capabilities, Inertia, Learning 
Improvisation,  Learning Innovation 
Hybrid, Process 
Frameworks, Innovation 
Capabilities,  Networks 
Environmental Constraint 
 
                                                 
 
24
 Both Desa Studies use the same database of firms. 
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Analysis Sample Authors Setting Theoretical Lens Described 
Project Service Innovation Projects 
3 Firms conducting Financial Project 
Salunke et al. (2013) 






Team Fire Fighters 
Service technicians 
2  Cases (SWAT and film crews) 
Weick (1993) 
Orr (1996) 





Rule Breaking , Learning 
Team Knowledge 
Individual 430 College Students 
231 Family Enterprise Advisors 
Hmieleski & Corbett (2006) 




Mentors Goals, Feedback 
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Table 2.6 Empirical Measures of Bricolage 




2 Part Study 430 College Students 
Hierarchical 
Regression 








Leybourne & Sadler Smith 
(2006) 
Inventor Bricolage Longitudinal 
Patent Data 
Patenting Teams in Life 
Science Diagnostic firms 
Panel 
Regression 
Banerjee & Campbell (2009) 
Bricolage Measure  
(3 items) 
Cross Sectional 14 Project Based 
192 Aust 261 US Firms 





Cross Sectional  
 
 
Cross Sectional  
 
Longitudinal 
231 Family Firm 
Advisors 
 
113 Social entrepreneurs  
 











Davis et al. 
2013)  
 
Gundry et al.  
(2011)  
Senyard et al. 
(2014) 
Bricolage measure 
based on domains of 
Bricolage 
Baker & Nelson, 
(2005) 
2 Part Pilot and 
Revision 







Longitudinal 202 Technology social 




Desa (2012), Desa & 
Basu (2013)25 
 
The subsequent 3 measures that were developed were created around Baker 
and Nelson’s (2005) theorising of entrepreneurial bricolage. Desa (2012) focused on 
specific domains (e.g. materials, labour & skills)
26
, applying content analysis 
techniques. The measure developed by Rönkkö et al., (2013)
27
 attempted to capture 
serial/parallel bricolage outlined in Baker and Nelson (2005) in software firms. It is 
important to note that both the measures from Desa’s research (Desa, 2012; Desa & 
Basu, 2013) and Rönkkö et al. (2013) were tested in technology or high technology 
firms, which are typically not the contexts described in the prior inductive theorising 
                                                 
 
25
 Both use the same dataset and technique.  Domains are described in Baker and Nelson (2005, p. 
349). 
26
 Whilst a novel contribution and extending the domains in social bricolage theorising, Baker and 
Nelson (2005) when delineating these domains indicted they were not mutually inclusive and outlined 
5 domains, not 3 domains.   
27
 The Rönkkö et al. (2013) measure provides an important contribution in shifting bricolage theory 
towards greater maturity.  Despite wanting to capture parallel/serial bricolage (based on 5 domains) 
only 3 domains were tested in this paper.  Elements described in Baker and Nelsons domains are not 
wholly captured in the questions.  For example, the labor domain includes suppliers in the Baker and 
Nelson discussion, and also describes discarded word materials being used a valuable inputs.  Both of 
these however, are not captured in the final questions established in their study. 
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in bricolage research (for a notable exception see Bannerjee & Campbell, 2009; 
Garud and Karnøe, 2003). Bricolage theorising commonly describes it as a “bottoms 
up” process (Halme et al., 2012, p. 748) creating incremental innovations in context 
(Anderson, 2008). 
This is important as this focus of high technology firms in bricolage empirical 
tests may not be representative of the results of the typical imitative types of firms 
that are developed as “lifestyle” firms (Ateljevic & Doorne, 2000, p. 378) early stage 
firms that start small and remain intendedly small (Timmons & Spinelli, 1999) found 
in large representative samples of emerging firms (Davidsson et al., 2011). 
The most recent bricolage measure was developed within the Comprehensive 
Australian Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence (CAUSEE) study to capture each 
element of the Baker and Nelson (2005, p. 333) definition: “making do by applying 
combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” rather 
than domains. It has been the one most frequently used in published research. This 
measure has been applied in a large representative sample of emerging firms 
(Senyard et al., 2014), family firms (Davis et al., 2013) and social ventures (Gundry 
et al., 2011). I use this measure in Study I and Study II and as part of triangulation 
techniques in Study III. 
Theory shifts as different themes evolve over time. I now focus on themes 
related to firm outcomes, and the current theorising around bricolage and firm 
performance. The thematic analysis indicates innovation as the dominant evolving 
outcome measure used to assess bricolage and firm performance. 
2.8 EVOLVING THEME:  FIRM PERFORMANCE (INNOVATION) 
2.8.1 Innovation  
Innovation is considered within management literatures as the cornerstone of 
continued growth (Tushman & O’Reilly, 1996) and one of the most important 
determinants of firm performance (Mone et al., 1998). Entrepreneurship theory has 
tended to focus on innovation in environments of prosperity, where resources (in 




.  But recent theorising in entrepreneurship and innovation 
literatures evaluates resource scarcity and innovation and ingenious responses in 
spite of these constraints (Cunha et al., 2014; Honig et al., 2014). 
Studying innovation in bricolage literature is problematic, however, as prior 
research depicts different forms of innovation (e.g. product innovation, process 
innovation, marketing innovation) and different typologies of innovation i.e. the 
magnitude of innovativeness (incremental and discontinuous innovation e.g. Ettlie et 
al. 1984) and their market diffusion (Rogers, 1962). Definitions are provided in 
Table 2.7. These definitions create a broad scope in which to evaluate innovation. 
Whilst traditional innovation literature typically focuses on structured 
approaches that generate impact innovation and its influence on new firm 
performance (e.g. stage-gate innovation assessments Cooper, 1990), this research 
considers the more recent developments in the literature around non-linear processes 
and the ways these influence new firm performance and growth.  The behaviours are 
described in improvisation (Miner et. al., 2001), effectuation (Sarasvathy, 2001) and 
bricolage literatures (Baker & Nelson, 2005).  In this thesis I only focus on 
entrepreneurial bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 2005).    
Through the thematic analysis, two distinct themes emerged when evaluating 
innovation: innovation form and innovation magnitude. In evaluating the innovation 
forms, bricolage has been primarily associated with product/service innovation 
including sub themes of financial innovation (e.g. Englen et al., 2010), and 
technological innovation (e.g. Garud & Karnøe, 2003).  
Limited research has occurred in marketing/promotion innovation or market 
innovation, though this is beginning to shift with recent publications evaluating 
social innovation (Desa & Basu, 2013). Bricolage research results have been mixed 
though most studies tend to outline positive arguments for employing bricolage as it 
can on occasion produce “brilliant unforseen results” (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 17). 
Limited theoretical mechanisms have been used to explain the how bricolage may 
influence innovation. 
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 More limited work evaluates bootstrapping defined as “a range of highly creative ways of acquiring 
the use of resources without borrowing money or raising equity financing from traditional sources” 




Table 2.7 Definitions of Innovation 
Classification Definition 
Form: Product Innovation A product or service that is new or significantly improved. 
This includes significant improvements in technical 
specifications, components and materials, software in the 
product, user friendliness or other functional 
characteristics 
Form: Process Innovation A new or significantly improved production or 
delivery method. 
Form: Marketing Innovation A new marketing method involving significant changes 
in product design or packaging, product placement, 
product promotion or pricing. 
Form: Market Innovation A method improving the mix of target markets and 
how these are served 
Magnitude: Incremental Innovation Changes that are implemented through 
innovation encourage the status quo. 
Magnitude: Radical/Discontinuous 
Innovation 
Changes fundamentally reorder industries. Over time, 
radical innovations open up whole new markets and 
product applications. 
Sources: Henderson & Clark (1990); Jonhe (1999); OECD (2014); Tushman & Romanelli (1985). 
 
Prior research suggest positive outcomes occur as a result of bricoleur’s 
experience: taking full advantage of the hands on, learning by doing via “broad self-
taught” approaches (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 345) and their in-depth experience of 
the resources on hand (Lévi-Strauss, 1966). Others argue that bricoleurs produce 
innovative outcomes by involving customers and getting feedback on bricoleur’s 
designs (Garud & Karnøe, 2003; Salunke et al., 2013). Improvisation and bias for 
action (Kamoche et al., 2001) have also been outlined as mechanisms that enable 
innovative outcomes: leading to a resiliency during acts of resource combinations, 
and ensuring that bricoleurs persist in instances of constraints where others would 
give up or do something else (Baker & Nelson, 2005). The authors who portray the 
benefits of bricolage in innovation suggest it creates “ingenious reconciliation of 
existing organizational mechanisms and forms” (Ciborra 1996, p. 104). 
Alternatively, other researchers highlight the potential negative effect of 
bricolage on innovation. It can often create imperfect, substandard barely “good 
enough” product and service offerings (Gundry et al., 2011, p. 8). Owing to a 
reliance on the resources on hand, some argue that poor resources (Uzzi, 1997) 
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produce imperfect product and service offerings (Gundry et al., 2011), through a 
failure to go beyond the superficial (Hubbard & Paquet, 2009). 
Owing to this lack of consensus in the literature (refer Table 2.8) and limited 
empirical tests being conducted studying bricolage and innovation forms, I, along 
with my co-authors wrote a paper recently published in the Journal of Product 
Innovation Management trying to clarify these effects (Senyard et al., 2014).  
This research found bricolage behaviours can provide a broadly applicable 
explanation of form innovativeness under resource constraints in emerging firms. A 
curvilinear relationship was found in one of the forms of innovation (target market 
innovation); where at relatively high levels of bricolage the positive effects initially 
found in innovativeness level off markedly. 
The magnitude of the innovation through bricolage is beginning to become 
increasingly important in newer theorising of innovation within scarcity arguments 
(Cunha et al., 2014). Limited attention has been devoted to explicitly outlining the 
mechanisms that create radical vs. incremental innovation in bricolage. Similar to 
form innovation (Table 2.7) prior research suggests that bricolage produces radical, 
disruptive innovation (typically in social entrepreneurship (e.g. Mair & Marti, 2009) 
whilst others argue bricolage produces small scale, small step incremental innovation 
(Ciborra, 1996) in response to the day to day challenges of the firm, concealed from 
plain view (Baker, 2007), by using the very limited resources on hand. 
In summary, the overall patterns of innovation within the bricolage literature 
indicate a lack of consensus on both form and magnitude. Initial research has started 
evaluating firm relationships in this domain (e.g. Senyard et al., 2014), but more 





Figure 2.1 Innovation Themes 
 
Despite the strong interest within entrepreneurship theory to study growth 
(Delmar et al., 2003; Gilbert et al., 2006; McKelvie & Wiklund, 2010), several 
challenges exist when assessing growth in emerging and young firms (Davidsson, 
2008).  These challenges are outlined below in section 2.8.2.   
  













Baker & Nelson (2005);  
Ciborra (1996);  
Cunha et al. (2013);  Essén , 
(2009); Fuglsang & 
Sørensen (2011); Gundry et 
al. (2011); Miner et al. 
(2001); Ning (2013); 





     Form 
Process Innovation  +/- Baker & Nelson (2005); 
Beunza & Stark (2003); 
Brown & Duguid (1991); 
Ciborra(1996);  Essén  
(2009); Faulconbridge 
(2012); Fuglsang & 
Sørensen (2011); Garud et 
al. (2010);  Lévi-Strauss 
(1966); Miner et al. (2001); 
Ning (2013); Rao et al. 








+ Fisher (2012); Senyard et al. 
(2014) 
 
  Market Innovation + Baker & Nelson (2005); 
Dacin et al. (2002); Desa & 
Basu (2013) Senyard et al. 
(2014); Ye et al. (2012); 
 
  Radical, Disruptive 
Innovation  
(Schumpeter,1934)  
+ Baker et al. (2003);  
Fernley & Bell (2006); 
Gundry et al.  (2011); 
Mair & Marti (2009) 
 
       Magnitude Incremental Innovation 
(Hayek 1945; 
Kirzner,1997 ) 
+/- Brown & Duguid (1991); 
Ciborra (1996);  Essén  
(2009); Fuglsang & 
Sørensen (2011); 
Lanzara(1999); 
Spencer et al.  (2005) 
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2.8.2 Measures of Firm Performance  
Nascent Firms 
As nascent firms have not yet established themselves in the market, common 
measures of growth like sales and profit are less relevant; as these firms have not 
completed sales and as a result, have not generated any profit. Delmar & Davidsson 
(2005) suggest initial research in nascent firm growth (e.g. Birley & Westhead, 1994; 
Cooper et al., 1994) focused on changes to the size of the firm during one to five 
years after its “birth” (Reynolds & Miller, 1992, p. 405) or during the first year of 
operation.  
However, with the shift towards more process orientated research, (i.e. the 
Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics (PSED) project (Reynolds, 2011), 
measures of change and growth similarly shifted in nascent entrepreneurship towards 
measuring the gestation activities undertaken by entrepreneurs during the venture 
creation and their continuing engagement in the process, as firms become operational 
or entrepreneurs disengage from venture creation (if the business ceases operations). 
The firm emergence measures becoming operational, persisting or terminated have 
not, to the best of my knowledge been used as outcome variables in assessing 
bricolage and nascent firm performance.  I apply this measure in Study I. 
Young Firms 
Challenges also exist when assessing growth in recently established firms. 
McKelvie and Wiklund (2010) note the literature assesses growth in various ways, 
growth as an outcome, outcomes as a consequence of growth, and growth as a 
process.  
Here we focus on growth as an outcome and within this literature, Delmar et 
al., (2003) outlines several difficulties in assessments of growth including, (1) that 
different measures are used in organizational growth studies (e.g. sales, employment, 
profit) and (2) that different calculations being applied in these measures (e.g. profit 
being generated as an absolute, relative or logarithmized figure Davidsson, 2008).  In 
an attempt to get a better understanding of growth and the ways it is measured, 
literature reviews by Ardishvili et al. (1998) and Delmar (1997) generated similar 
lists of performance indicators commonly used in entrepreneurship research: assets, 
employment, market share, physical output, profits, and sales (Delmar et al., 2003). 
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This thesis evaluates sales for young firms for the following reasons. First, 
sales is one of the most commonly used measure in entrepreneurship studies and is 
considered more objective than market share and subjective assessments of growth 
(Ardishvili et al., 1998; Delmar, 2008). Second, it is relatively easily accessible, and 
is relatively insensitive to capital intensity (unlike total asset value, another outcome 
variable used to assess performance) which is important when applying measures to 
a large heterogeneous sample like CAUSEE. Third, Davidsson & Wiklund (2000) 
argue that sales are a highly suitable indicator across different conceptualizations of 
the firm. Lastly, Barkham et al., (1996) also suggest sales is the performance 
outcome favoured by entrepreneurs as a measure of growth. I use sales initially in 
Study I and Study II as the measure of performance for recently established firms. 
Such tests, to the best of my knowledge, have not been used in bricolage literature. 
Current research in bricolage uses future growth (Baker & Nelson, 2005) and 
financial “success” (Stinchfield et al., 2013) as performance measures. The results of 
the few studies which examine these growth outcomes suggest that bricoleurs 
generate higher future growth opportunities when bricolage is used selectively, rather 
than indiscriminately across domains (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Another way of 
exploring bricolage and firm performance was outlined in recent research by 
Stinchfield et al. (2013). Their research develops a new typology of bricolage based 
on Lévi-Strauss’ original research, which inductively theorised the following 
categories: art, craft, engineer, bricolage and brokerage. 
The results from this research indicate that bricoleurs respond less frequently to 
industry change, operate at the margins and are less financially successful than their 
engineering and brokerage counterparts (p. 913).
29
  
While their research provides valuable contributions towards extending 
bricolage theories, my research does not apply their subjective assessments of 
performance. As Chandler and Hanks (1993) argue, there are some methodological 
questions around an interviewer’s subjective assessment of success may be a 
function of the interviewer’s personal expectations, rather than an objective measure 
of “success”. Stinchfield and his colleagues do admit limited generalizability of their 
                                                 
 
29
 Financial performance was measured as a 7 point scale (very successful to not very successful) based 
on the interviewers’ qualitative assessment of the entrepreneurs’ own financial statements (when 
provided) and/or observations of the condition of their workplaces and equipment (p.  908).  
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results (p. 915), making such measures less relevant for the large heterogeneous 
representative sample of CAUSEE. 
In the recent research by Stinchfield et al. (2013) two of the 16 firms were 
categorised as bricoleurs and both firms were running motor mechanic businesses 
that were older (14+ years). These mechanic businesses are identified within a 
mature industry (automotive) which may reflect the limited industry change results. 
For these reasons, the measures provided by Stinchfield et al., (2013) have little 
relevance to the large heterogeneous representative CAUSEE sample I use in my 
study. 
In summary, the results from current bricolage research indicate that the 
relationship between bricolage and firm performance is typically evaluated through 
innovation and growth. This mostly inductive research lacks consensus in its results: 
while some argue that bricolage has a positive impact on firm performance through 
innovative responses (Garud & Karnøe, 2003), others claim that it hinders firm 
performance (Ciborra, 1996)
30
. To better delineate this relationship I apply different 
performance measures (venture emergence in Study I and sales in Study I and Study 




Baker and Nelson (2005) viewed this relationship differently by suggesting 
bricolage enables growth opportunities if used selectively, but may limit growth if 
applied indiscriminately across firm domains (Baker & Nelson, 2005). I extend this 
research by exploring the ways bricolage may limit performance, specifically in firm 
tasks in Study III. 
The next section outlines how the emerging themes were identified in the 
thematic analysis: Environments (focusing on environmental dynamism), 
Relationships (focusing on team composition) and Processes (exploring the common 
actions of bricolage and the ways specific mechanisms and actions limit bricolage 
effectiveness).  I then further explore the most relevant themes in the literature 
through outlining inductively generated themes in bricolage and cyclical iterations in 
                                                 
 
30
 The few empirical attempted tests have evaluated only high technology contexts (e.g. 
Banerjee & Campbell, 2009; Rönkkö et al., 2013). 
31
 Although these measures are common in entrepreneurship research (cf. Davidsson & Gordon, 2012). 
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bricolage, entrepreneurship and resource literatures. The extent to which bricolage is 
associated with either positive or negative firm outcomes may be influenced by these 
contingency effects that are external to the firm (Environmental Dynamism Study I), 
internal to the firm (Teams Composition, Study II) and juxtaposing the relationship 
between tasks and bricolage processes to assess mechanisms that influence its 
effectiveness (Study III). 
2.9 THE GENERATION OF EMERGING THEMES 
I conducted a thematic analysis to assess the literature. Here I outline the 
process. For example, Table 2.8 illustrates the environmental themes that emerged, 
including the theoretical context that was described in the existing research. 
I then iterated back to research in similar themes in entrepreneurship to 
discover further ways to extend bricolage theorising in entrepreneurship. Table 2.9 
illustrates the literature and the ways it is outlined in current bricolage theorising 
(highlighting potential research opportunities). 
 
Table 2.8 Environment Themes Generated from the Inductive Analysis. 
Current Themes of Environment in Bricolage Theoretical Context Authors (Example) 
Environment as Context of Opportunity/Emerging 
Economies 
Linked to social 
entrepreneurship 
Desa (2012), Mair& Marti 
(2009), Zahra et al. (2009) 
Environment as Context of Opportunity/New 
Markets 
Linked to boundary 
spanning 
Internationalisation 
Ever & O’Gorman (2011), 
Halme et al. (2012) 




bricolage in small or 
new firms 
Baker & Nelson (2005), 
Fisher (2012), Levi Strauss 
(1966) 
Environment as defined as a problem space  or 
situated design 
Linked to IT 
programming 
Ciborra (1996), Johri (2011) 
Environment as the means of changing the dominant 









Table 2.9 Theories Used in Entrepreneurship Literature and Inclusion in Bricolage 
Literature (Environment) 
Research in Environment and Entrepreneurship Authors Described in Bricolage 
Environmental Hostility Covin & Slevin 
(1989) 
In very limited implicit ways. 
Environmental Dynamism Ensley et al. 
(2006), Jiao et al 
(2013), Miles et al. 
(2000) 
In very limited implicit 
ways. 
Environmental Munificence/Constraints Goll & Rasheed 
(1997), Goll & 
Rasheed (2004) 
Yes.  Dominant discussion in 
theme (cf. Fisher, 2012). 
Environmental Complexity (Corporate 
Entrepreneurship). 
Zahra (1991) In a limited implicit way. 
Environment/Industry Technological Opportunities Zahra (1996) In a limited implicit way. 
Environment/Domestic Market Characteristic 
(Internationalisation) 
Dimitratos et al. 
(2006) 
In a limited implicit way. 
 
Similarly a theme around relationships and their use emerged through inductive 
coding to the bricolage literature (Refer Table 2.10). In noting the more dominant 
theme of teams I then iterated back to team research in entrepreneurship to further 
clarify the recent research studying bricolage and teams. Table 2.11 illustrates the 
literature and potential future research opportunities. 
The last theme that emerged was the process of bricolage. When assessing 
bricolage the definition by Baker and Nelson provides actions typically described in 
much of the literature Table 2.12 outlines the theme and common actions in current 
theorising. I then iterated back to resource and entrepreneurship literature to further 
extend process activities whilst engaged in bricolage. Table 2.13 illustrates omissions 




Table 2.10 Relationship Themes Generated from the Inductive Analysis. 
















Davis et al. (2013), 
Soeparman et al. (2009),  
Gras & Nason (2014),  
Ciborra (1996), Orr (1996) 
Bechky & Okhuysen (2011)  
 
Salunke et al. (2013),  
 
Cleaver (2012) 




Baker et al. (2003), Baker & Nelson 
(2005), Baker (2007), Di Domenico, 
et al. (2010), Evers & O’Gorman 
(2011),  Garud & Karnøe (2003), 
Halme et al. (2012) 
Relationships as a way to inform 
and create resource combinations 
Co-creation Baker & Nelson (2005), 
Duymedjian, & Rüling (2010), 
Fisher (2012), Fuglsang & 
Sørensen (2011) Kietzmann 
(2008), Salunke et al. (2013), 
Soeparman, et al. (2009), Spencer et 
al. (2005) 




Ciborra (1996), Duguid (2006), 
Orr (1996) 
Relationships as shaping social 
structures 
Institutional theory De Koning & Cleaver (2012) 
 
Table 2.11 Theories Used in Entrepreneurship Literature and Inclusion in Bricolage 
Literature (Relationships) 










Weiss et al. 
(2001),Oviatt et al. 
(2005) 
In a very limited implicit 
way32. 
Team Composition Structure 
Described in terms Similarity/Homogeneity 
Heterogeneity/Diversity 
(Education, Experience, Expertise, Gender, Race, 
Skills). 
Certo et al.(2006), 
Cooper et al. 




McPherson et al. 
(2001),O'Reilly et 
al. (1998) 
In a very limited implicit 
ways. 
 
                                                 
 
32
 Evers & O’Gorman (2011), Banerjee & Campbell (2009). 
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Table 2.12 Process Themes Generated from the Inductive Analysis 
Current Themes of Process in Bricolage Theoretical Background Authors (Example) 
Gathering/Scavenging Resources Known local 
Environments, 
Network Bricolage 
Baker et al. (2003), Baker & 
Nelson (2005), Banerjee (2014), 
Jones et al. (2011) 
Trove Resource Storage 
and Organisation 
Baker et al. (2003), Baker & 
Nelson (2005), Baker (2007), 
Rönkkö et al. (2013), Stinchfield 
et al. (2013) 
Combination/Enactment Together 
(Within Improvisation) 
Improvisation Ciborra (1999), Cunha et al. 
(1999), Garud & Karnøe (2003), 
Hmieleski & Corbett (2006), 
Kamoche & Cunha. (2003), 




Improvisation Baker & Nelson (2005); Baker et 
al. (2003), Cunha et al. (2014), 
Duymedjian & Clemens Ruling 
(2010), Miner et al. (2001), Orr 
(1996), Weick, (2001) 
Bricolage as a Driver of Improvisation Improvisation Baker & Nelson (2005) 
 
Table 2.13 Resource Process Used in Entrepreneurship Literature and Inclusion in 
Bricolage Literature 
Research in Processes and Entrepreneurship Authors Described in Bricolage 
Resource valuation attributes assigned to 
resources (Assessing resources) 
Barney et al. (2001), 
Feldman (2004), 
Shepherd & Williams 
(2014), 
Williams (2014) 
In a very limited implicit ways. 
The resource activities around organising 
and managing resources (categorising, 
sorting, structuring, integrating divesting) 
Alverez et al. (2001), 
Dunkelberg et al. 
(2013), Frost & Hartl, 
(1996), Frost & 
Steketee, (1999), 
Kyrios et al. (2002), 
Sirmon et al. (2011), 
Xu et al. (2014) 
In a very limited implicit 
ways. 
High iterations of tinkering experimentation in 
recombinations of resources 
Ahuja et al. (2001) In a very limited implicit 
ways. 
Resource allocations/enactment and assessments 
in Task 
Brush et al. (2001), 
Penrose (2002) 
In a limited implicit ways. 
 
I now discuss each of these themes in more detail, outlining the specifics 
within the theme generated through the inductive theorising. 
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2.10 EMERGING THEME: ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS 
Prior research in bricolage has predominantly provided arguments around the 
use of bricolage in two environmental contexts: low environmental munificence 
(defined as the scarcity or abundance of critical resources needed by firms operating 
within an environment Castrogiovanni, 1991), and in response to unexpected events, 
surprises or a crisis within environments (shown in Table 2.9). 
Overwhelmingly, the focus in bricolage literature has evaluated environments 
of constraint or resource poor environments (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Cunha et al., 
2014; Desa & Basu, 2013; Di Domenico et al., 2010; Fisher, 2012; Gundry et al., 
2011; Halme et al., 2012; Salunke et al., 2013; Sunley & Pinch, 2012). Bricolage, 
with its use of the existing resources on hand is arguably well equipped to deal with 
constrained or challenging environments, by resourcefully making do, having a bias 
for action and working out ways to purchase resources at low or no cost (Baker & 
Nelson, 2005; Di Domenico et al., 2010; Powell, 2011). Only a handful of theorists 
evaluate constrained environments as “opportunities” and these are seen as responses 
to a social problem or need through bricolage actions (Desa & Basu 2013; Di 
Domenico et al., 2010; Gundry et al., 2011). 
Others have outlined improvisational bricolage actions as having varying 
success in unexpected events including crises such as fires (Weick, 1993), in 
response to September 11 (Beunza & Stark, 2003), and in response to work 
commonly carried out in Special Weapons and Tactics (SWAT) teams or film 
production crews (Bechky & Okhuysen, 2011). Typically crisis literature evaluates 
one-off events, but questions remain for entrepreneurship regarding the influence of 
the environment where the only things firms can predict is unpredictability, and 
where uncertainty and environmental flux is common. 
In chapter 4, I therefore offer an alternate environmental dimension that has, 
to the best of my knowledge, not been empirically tested previously in 























Baker & Nelson (2005)33; 
Cunha et al. (2013); Desa & 
Basu (2013); Duymedjian & 
Clemens Rüling (2010); 
Fisher (2012); Gundry et al. 
(2011); Di Domenico et al. 
(2010); Garud & Karnøe; 
(2003); Mair & Marti 
(2009);Yujuico (2008) 
Environment  Opportunity  (+) Baker & Nelson (2005); Desa 
& Basu (2013); Mair & Marti 
(2009); Phillips & Tracey 
(2007) 





(+/-) Bechky, & Okhuysen, (2011); 
Beunza & Stark (2003); 
Johannisson & Olaison 
(2007); Weick (1993); 
Englen et al. (2012) 
 
Uncertain changing environments (Dess & Beard, 1984) typify what many 
early stage firms now experience when they attempt to enter markets, making 
environmental dynamism (defined as the degree and instability of change in a 
firm's environments (Li & Ye, 1999) critical to study. This is the new reality that all 
firms face, but arguably early stage firms in particular: jostling in environments 
whilst attempting to establish themselves in the market, in some instances, just 
persisting while attempting to grow (D’Aveni, 1995; Ensley et al., 2006).  
Environmental dynamism is characterised by ambiguous industry structures, 
shifting market players, uncertain mobility barriers, and a multitude of 
competitors, highly segmented end user markets and non-linear change (Day & 
Wensley, 1988; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2000). Greater environmental dynamism may 
lead to greater uncertainty owing to information asymmetry (Weick, 1979), and 
creating further opportunities for resourcing activities (Sonenshein, 2014). 
Environmental dynamism may therefore shape bricolage and performance through 
fluctuations in resource access, combinations, and co-creation activities.  
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I introduce environmental dynamism as a potential contingency effect for the 
relationship between bricolage and firm outcomes in Study I. The following research 




2.11 EMERGING THEME: TEAM 
During the thematic analysis I noted an overall pattern of the importance of 
relationships, which follows more general theorising around ways bricoleurs access 
resources (network bricolage Baker et al., 2003) create new resources through 
customer/user involvement (e.g. Salunke et al., 2013) or shape social meanings 
institutional settings (e.g. Mair & Marti, 2009). Here I specifically focus on the 
minor theme that emerged within this overall pattern of relationships: teams. Teams 
were further defined by evaluating their use in older, established businesses and new 
emerging firms (refer Table 2.10). 
The majority of these papers evaluate teams in older, established 
businesses
34
and the development of strong team identities that permitted 
bricolage activities through communities of practice (e.g. Brown & Duguid, 
1991; Orr, 1996). Few studies evaluate firms as they initially develop or new 
firms that are created using recently established teams. 
Whilst teams and their compositions are frequently studied in entrepreneurship 
research (e.g. Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007) teams and their compositions are typically 
not evaluated in bricolage literatures. The prior findings within the broader 
entrepreneurship literature suggest that teams and their compositions influence the 
ways firms judge challenges and take action (Priem, 1990) and make resourcing 
decisions (Sonnenshein, 2014), making teams critical to study. 
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As my thesis only evaluates early stage ventures, I will limit my discussion here to papers that 
study new, emerging or recently established firms 
RQ 1.1 What is the relationship between bricolage and new-stage firm 
performance?  




Figure 2.3 Emerging Theme: Team 
Theme Second Order Theme  First Order Theme Effect Authors 
     
  Capabilities  (+) Banerjee & Campbell 
(2009) 
 
Older Established Ventures 
Refusal to Enact 
Limitations, Identity  
(+) Beunza & Stark (2003), 
Ciborra (1996),  
Duguid (2006),  
Orr (1996) 
Teams  Project Support  (+/-) Halme et al. (2012) 
  Improvisation, Training (+/-) Bechky & Okhuysen 
(2011) 
 
     
 New Venture Teams Improvisation 




Baker et al. (2003), 
Miner et al., (2001) 
Desa & Basu (2013) 
 
     
Most bricolage research that specifies teams, however, only indicate teams as a 
sample descriptive (e.g. Desa, 2012; di Domenico et al., 2010) and does not 
specifically theorise on team compositions or its influence on bricolage outcomes. As 
a result, Study 2 empirically tests team compositions and theorises about their 
potential effects on the relationship between bricolage and firm performance. This 
leads to the following research question for Study 2: 
 
 
Specifically, I evaluate several different team compositions including relational 
affiliations (e.g. spousal and family relationships, Aldrich et al., 1997) and functional 
diversity of team members (Bunderson & Sutcliffe, 2002). I test how these different 
compositions may enhance or weaken the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance. 
2.12 EMERGING THEME: PROCESS 
The third and final emerging theme that was generated through the inductive 
analysis was bricolage process. This research was developed in line with the overall 
research aim of this thesis of wanting to generate an understanding of the process of 
bricolage action.  It follows recommendations of Sutton and Staw (1995) who 
suggest: 
  





“Strong theory, in our view, delves into underlying processes so as to 
understand the systematic reasons for a particular occurrence or non-occurrence. It 
often burrows deeply into micro processes, laterally into neighbouring concepts, or in 
an upward direction”. 
To this end, in this review I delved deeply into the micro processes of the sub 
dimensions of bricolage and evaluated these against the broader resource theories to 
clearly articulate the bricolage actions including those that receive less attention in 
the  literature  and  are  seldomly  discussed  in  current  bricolage  theorising.  These 
dimensions shape the resource profile of the firm, influencing how (and if) bricoleurs 
can respond to the challenges and opportunities they face, and the ways they can 
create innovative responses and execute bricolage outcomes, making them important 
to study. 





Figure 2.4 Bricolage Dimensions Assessed in Study III 
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 As previously noted, this figure deliberately does not capture the inherent complexity, non-linear 
iterative actions in bricolage, but is specified in this manner to reduce complexity and delineate the 
dimensions under analysis. 
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Resource Gathering 
Through making do, the existing bricolage literature typically focuses on 
scavenging behaviours of entrepreneurs gathering resources through known local 
environments (Baker & Nelson, 2005), or use of existing networks (Baker et al., 
2003) to access resources. These actions assist in building a collection of resources 
for bricolage use. But for a deeper analysis and through the inductive iterations of 
sense-making for the qualitative study I turned to other resources literatures. This 
revealed that there were several behaviours that were rarely discussed in bricolage. 
An important neglected issue in current bricolage theorising is explicit resource 
assessments (Feldman, 2004) during scavenging activities (Refer Appendix 2.3). 
Lévi- Strauss’ initial work in bricolage implicitly suggests all objects have potential 
value, and their value is often revealed in their combinations (Duymedjian & Rüling, 
2010). How resources are valued is critical as it shapes what is collected and as a 
consequence what resources are available for resource combinations. This has the 
potential to benefit or limit the bricolage solution being enacted, influencing firm 
performance.  




Organisation of the Resources on Hand, Activities in the Trove 
The first challenge in understanding bricolage and the ways resources are kept 
within the trove is a lack of assessment and discussion regarding the ways the 
resource trove is organised, including the ways resources are managed in the trove. 
The limited prior bricolage research suggests that structure of the trove varies from 
untidy to organised, (Baker & Nelson, 2005), or that resources are commonly 
disorganised, but “resources are accessible” (Stinchfield et al., 2013, p. 899). 
Psychology literature studying individuals and the ways they collect and retain 
objects however, suggests that this may not always be the case, as objects can be 
stored in a disorganised, haphazard fashion to the point where finding resources 
becomes problematic and in some cases: objects are simply lost in the clutter (Frost 
& Hartl, 1996).  
RQ3.1a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage assess resources for 
inclusion in the resource trove?   
RQ3.1b. What patterns of resource collection limit bricolage effectiveness? 
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Actions in storage processes are important as they influence access to resources 
within the trove and the types of resources that are available for bricolage actions. 
Improvisational bricolage, for example, requires easy access to salient resources. A 
cluttered trove may, however, at a most basic level, stop the solution being attempted 
or enacted (i.e. bricoleurs attempt a combination, but the attributes of the accessible 
less salient resources simply won’t work, at even the most basic “satisficing” mode 
(Duymedjian & Rüling, 2010, p. 140), As a result, it may hinder the innovativeness 
of the resource combinations, influencing firm performance. 
A second and final issue that is not discussed in bricolage theorising in the 
trove is resource divestment (Sirmon et al., 2011). During the initial stages of the 
firm, when the fundamental ideas about what the business is and what it seeks to 
become is not set in stone, business often frequently shift ideas about market 
offerings and what it can develop, with entrepreneurs exploring multiple ideas and 
the best way to develop them.  
Often this creates piles of resources that are not relevant to current tasks and 
create more disorder, (particularly in instances where storage practices are lax), 
limiting sense making (Weick, 1993), challenging reflexivity in the relationships 
between resources or increasing holding costs of resources within the trove (Beamon, 
1998). Bricoleurs who do not divest resources may experience difficulties as the size 
of the trove increases exponentially while they continue to gather further objects and 
tools. These actions around organising resources in the trove are important yet rarely 
studied in bricolage theorising. These omissions led to the creation of the second set 





Combination behaviours are most frequently discussed in the bricolage 
literature (e.g. Cunha et al., 2014). What is seldom discussed, however, are the micro 
processes and decisions around the suitability of resource combinations to tasks. In 
some instances, firms assess resource-task fit (Baird & Meshoulam, 1988), i.e. the 
suitability of the resource bundle to a specific task, in other instances, and in others, 
RQ3.2a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage organise resources within the 
resource trove?  




the firms assess the ways resources and tasks mutually adjust (Feldman & Worline, 
2011). Misjudgements in these activities may lead to repeated attempts at 
combinations and failure of “fit” (Miller, 1979), with half completed or failed 
attempts at bricolage (Baker, 2007). 
These activities reduce the enactment of bricolage solutions; it creates a trove 
that is littered with “good but never quite good enough attempts” (Gundry et al., 
2011) and leave a cemetery of failed bits and pieces, combinations and ideas. These, 
however, are infrequently discussed in resource recombination activities. As a 





Task Attempts in Bricolage-Task Enactment  
After bricoleurs create the finalised resource combination, the bricolage 
literature suggests this solution is enacted or deployed (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 
333), often in instances of challenges (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 18). Limited research 
acknowledges the half attempts, unsuitable bundles, resource reattempts, behaviours 
around stalled attempts, or task that are attempted then dropped and their impact on 
the trove and task attempts.   The final research question for Study III is therefore: 
 
 
In summary, close evaluations of the outlined bricolage micro processes 
around resources have received little attention, and yet these actions influence the 
amount and types of resources that are gathered, organised, managed and retained. 
These decisions shape the content of the trove which subsequently impacts how 
bricoleurs approach resource combinations (Baker & Nelson, p. 345) and the ways 
they execute bricolage outcomes, making them critical to study. To date, these issues 
have received limited attention in bricolage theory. This thesis investigates these 
significant yet poorly understood actions in Study III, and inductively generates 
mechanisms within these processes that limit bricolage effectiveness. 
RQ3.3a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage assess resource 
recombinations and the task in the creation of bricolage solutions?  
RQ3.3b. What patterns of resource recombination task assessments enable or limit 
bricolage effectiveness? 
 
RQ3.4a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage enact their solutions in 
response to tasks? 





2.13  CONCLUSIONS 
The thematic analysis illustrates the domain of bricolage literature as a 
developing topic within entrepreneurship research with progression towards 
greater maturity. Evidence of this is provided through the development of empirical 
scales that enable hypothesis testing and emergence of cohesive sub themes 
including social bricolage (Edmondson & McManus, 2007). 
This chapter initially reviewed the seminal work of Lévi-Strauss (1966) and the 
work of Baker and Nelson (2005) including the common sub dimensions of 
bricolage used in current theorising. It illustrated the progression of the 
definitions of bricolage over time. A thematic analysis was then applied to assess 
selected journal articles and relevant literature to generate evolving and emerging 
themes within bricolage. 
Overwhelmingly, the evolving performance measure which was found 
through the thematic analysis was innovation. This chapter outlined the close 
relationship between bricolage and innovation, but also highlighted how various 
academics viewed this relationship differently. The analysis indicates growth and 
performance measures typically evaluated in entrepreneurship literature e.g. 
(venture emergence and sales) have not been applied in current bricolage 
theorising. 
This chapter then intentionally focused on three emerging themes which 
became apparent during thematic analysis. These emerging themes provide scope 
to extend existing research and provide novel contributions to bricolage theory. To 
this end, I identified the following themes environments, teams and their 
compositions, and bricolage processes. In reviewing the literature, a common 
“conversation” (Huff, 1999) in bricolage was environments but the existing 
research focuses on conditions of constraint/munificence (Fisher, 2012) or in 
response to one off crisis or surprises (Weick, 1993). In study I, I select and 
provide the first initial tests evaluating bricolage and firm performance, using 
measures of venture emergence and sales. I then conduct tests of environmental 
dynamism as a moderator that shapes the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance. 
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The second theme that emerged through the thematic coding was 
relationships (I focus specifically on teams), generated from the more dominant 
patterns of the importance and use relationships in bricolage activity. Previous 
bricolage literature studying teams has typically focused on teams within larger 
established firms (Halme et al., 2012; Orr, 1996). However, limited research 
evaluates teams and their compositions in early stage firms, and no specific 
theorising on the composition of the teams and their potential influence has been 
explored in bricolage literature. As a result, I evaluate the influence of within team 
compositions (relationship affiliation and functional diversity) and the impact 
these have on the relationship between bricolage and firm performance in Study 
II. 
The third theme that emerged was bricolage processes. Existing literature that 
delineates definitions and dimensions of bricolage outline specific steps in the 
process: (1) select resources, (2) iteratively evaluate and refine ideas, (3) decide upon 
a final bundle of resources and (4) enact the finalised bundle of resources in response 
to opportunities and challenges (Desa & Basu, 2013). Other less commonly 
studied actions were identified in evaluating the process in depth through the 
qualitative research. Further mechanism were identified through this more in-depth 
approach providing novel contributions to better explain the limits of bricolage 
action, an area that is typically not evaluated in bricolage theorising. The methods 







2.14 APPENDIX 2.1 TOP JOURNALS USED IN THEMATIC ANALYSIS 
Journal Web of  Social Science (2012) 2 Year JIF36 5 Year JIF Number of Articles 
Academy of Management Annals 4.103 7.030 1 
Academy of Management Journal 5.906 10.031 3 
Academy of Management Perspectives 3.174 3.318 1 
Academy of Management Review 7.895 11.578 1 
Accounting Organizations and Society 1.867 3.143 1 
Administrative Science Quarterly 4.182 7.693 3 
American Sociological Review 4.077 5.563 1 
Ecology and Society 2.831 3.681 1 
Economy and Society 1.551 2.031 1 
Entrepreneurship & Regional Development 1.333 1.951 1 
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 2.242 3.451 5 
Environment & Planning A 1.63 2.316 2 
European Journal of Information Systems 1.558 2.422 2 
Family Business Review 2.622 3.238 1 







Journal of Small Business Management 1.333 2.072 1 
International Journal of Project Management 1.686 n.a. 1 
Journal Business Research 1.484 2.203 1 
Journal of Business Venturing 2.976 3.954 3 
Journal of Management 6.704 7.754 1 
Journal of Management Studies 3.799 4.744 4 
Journal of Product Innovation Management 1.572 3.111 5 






Long Range Planning 3.667 2.885 1 
Management Decision 3.787 2.467 1 
Management Science 1.859 3.057 1 
MIS Quarterly 4.659 7.474 1 
Organization Science 3.351 5.506 2 
 
  
                                                 
 
36
 JIF is abbreviation for Journal Impact Factor. 
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Journal Web of  Social Science (2012) 
2 Year 5 Year 




Research in Organizational Behaviour 1.474 4.351 1 
Research Policy 2.85 4.387 3 
Small Business Economics 1.130 2.228 1 
Social Studies of Science 1.770 2.237 1 
Socio-Economic Review 2.059 n.a. 2 
Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 1.205 3.105 1 
Strategic Organization 1.769 3.630 2 
Technovation 3.177 3.449 1 














   
 
2.15 APPENDIX 2.2 LITERATURE BREAKDOWN BY CATEGORY AND TYPE 
Institutional Social Bricolage (Ent) For Profit Bricolage (Ent) 
Book Chapter 0 1 2 
Working Document 0 2 0 
Journal Article <2 Web 
of Science Ranking/ 
High Citation 
 3 5 
Journal Article (=>2 
Web of Science ISI 
Ranking 
7 11 46 
Sub Total 7 17 53 





2.16 APPENDIX 2.3 RESOURCE ATTRIBUTES DESCRIBED IN RESOURCE 
LITERATURES  
Resource Attribute Description 
Salience Importance entrepreneur places on resources 
Reliability Probability that the resource will do the task it was asked to do 
(i.e. will work). 
Robustness/Resilience Ability of resource to do its basic job in unexpectedly 
adverse environments. 
Versatility/Mobility Ability of the resource, to do jobs not originally included in 
the requirements definition of its design, and/or or to do a 
variety of required jobs well. 
Replicability Ability of the resource to be copied 
Flexibility/Malleable/Amorphous Ability of the resource to be modified to do jobs not originally 
included in the requirements definition. Ability of a resource to 
be used for more than one end product (sharable and reusable). 
Influenced by its complexity and resistance 
Evolvability Ability of the resource to serve as the basis of new 
resources (or at least generations of the current resources) 
to meet new needs and/or attain new capability levels. 
Redundency/Slack In excess of what is needed 
Scalability Easily expanded or upgraded on demand 
Substitution Ability of the resource to replace existing resource within 
resource combination in 
Complementary Ability of the resource to create synergies with other 
resources 
Agility/Speed/Dexterity Ability of a resource to be applied quickly 
Interconnectivity/ 
Compatibility/Alignment 
Mutually joined or related to each other 
Situatedness Location defines meaning and value, and access 
Durability Ability of the resource to withstand wear, pressure, or 
damage 
 
Simple to Complex Simple tangible, discrete and property based 
Complex intangible, systemic and knowledge based 
 
Utilitarian to Instrumental Utilitarian applied directly or to combined 
Instrumental provides access to other resources 
Sources: Black & Boal, (1994); Brush et al., (2001); Hastings & McManus (2004); Lichteinstein & 
Brush, (2001); Majchrzak, et al. (2004). 
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 Methods Chapter 3:
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
The purpose of this dissertation is to develop a better understanding of the 
relationship between bricolage behaviours and early stage firm performance. To do 
this I use a mixed methods approach to examine various in-depth patterns of 
bricolage actions and contingency effects that may further shape this important 
relationship. I commence this chapter by presenting the paradigm which influences 
the research design, followed by a discussion of methodological fit by applying the 
framework developed by Edmondson and McManus (2007), with further explanation 
of the mixed methods design. A discussion on longitudinal research design and unit 
of analysis then follows. The next two sections of the chapter provide further 
elaboration on quantitative and qualitative approaches that were applied in the 
studies and I conclude the chapter with a discussion of research quality assessments 
via verification techniques. Table 3.13 provides an overview of the research methods 
employed in each of the studies. 
3.1.1 Mixed Method Research Paradigm 
 
It is important to position the research within an overarching worldview or 
paradigm. This guides what is observed or studied in the research design and 
influence the nature of the questions that are developed, how these questions 
structured and the way results are interpreted (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2007). 
Different researchers hold different views in what constitutes knowledge and the 
ways to generate knowledge i.e. the “nature of organizational phenomena (ontology), 
the nature of knowledge about those phenomena (epistemology), and the nature of 
ways of studying those phenomena (methodology)” (Gioia & Pitre, 1990, p. 585). 
Quantitative researchers (Maxwell & Delaney, 2004) typically articulate a 
positivist philosophy where truth is objective, the researcher remains a distant 
observer and truth can be empirically tested. Qualitative purists, in comparison, 
propose the benefits of constructive or interpretivism, over positivist approaches, 
arguing that research is value laden, subjective, it is impossible for the researcher not 
to influence the research, that knowledge is situated and subjective and the “logic 
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flows from specific to general” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 14). Some 
researchers have gone on to advocate these paradigmatic wars are the result of 
incompatibility and cannot be mixed (Howe, 1988). This becomes problematic as 
mixed method approaches (like the one used in this research) typically apply both 
quantitative and qualitative methods. 
Rather than attempting to find a solution to this paradigmatic divide, more 
recent research in mixed methods has advocated the use of pragmatism. This 
approach evaluates multiple viewpoints, positions and perspectives in ontology, 
epistemology, and methodical considerations and limitations (Johnson & Turner, 
2003; Johnson et al., 2007). Feilzer (2010) suggests that pragmatism is a valuable 
tool to better understand mixed methods approaches. This research, applies the 
philosophy of pragmatism, as a tool that evaluates “research in action”. Ideas are not 
evaluated as objective, but reality changes as a result of ongoing events and the 
universe is seen as evolving rather than static. Pragmatism focuses on using the most 
appropriate data (be it quantitative or qualitative), to best understand the research 
problem (Creswell et al., 2003), in the view to establish good methodological fit. 
3.2 METHODOLOGICAL FIT 
Good methodological fit outlines strong alignment among elements of the 
research project: prior research (i.e. current state of the theory), study design, and the 
research questions (Perry et al., 2012). Developing such alignment, however, is not 
as straightforward as one would first expect. Edmondson and McManus (2007) 
acknowledge exactly how to determine which method to select has typically not been 
well specified in management literature. They suggest method selection and 
decisions: i.e. quantitative, qualitative or hybrid methods should occur based on the 
current state of development of the field. Understanding how the current research 
study design aligns with the field’s state of development is important as it shapes 
how the results are assessed with other literature within the theoretical conversation 
(Huff, 1999). This further shapes the novelty and impact the results will have on the 
field (Bergh et al., 2006; Perry et al., 2012). 
Nascent fields are defined in Edmondson & McManus (2007) by the existence 
of limited research and research topics which are typically exploratory in nature. 
Intermediate theories on the other hand indicate a body of knowledge in transition: 
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where some initial relationships have been proposed and new constructs developed, 
but often scholars use a blend of new and established constructs to further develop 
the field. A mature field uses well-developed constructs and models that a variety of 
scholars have used with increasing precision over time, creating a cumulative body 
of knowledge. Research questions in mature fields tend to focus on elaborating, 
clarifying, or challenging specific aspects of existing theories within an established 
body of knowledge that is generally well understood by theorists in that field. 
As chapter 2 illustrates, bricolage can be best understood as an intermediate 
field: the majority of research has applied inductive theorising within case studies 
(e.g. Baker et al., 2003; Baker & Nelson, 2005; Garud & Karnøe, 2003). More 
recently, though, there has been initial development of entrepreneurial bricolage 
scales (e.g. Desa & Basu, 2013; Davis et al., 2013; Senyard et al., 2014), extending 
the initial research of Baker and Nelson (2005), highlighting a shift towards maturity. 
The field’s state of development however, remains at the intermediate level, as 
limited replication of empirical tests currently exists and authors continue to specify 
definitions of bricolage (e.g. Ning, 2013). Studies in an intermediate field typically 
should employ both qualitative and quantitative approaches (Edmondson & 
McManus, 2007). 
Pragmatism and several factors motivated and influenced the choice of the 
mixed method study design. As I previously outlined, in chapter 1, Davidsson 
suggests “the most fruitful way forward for entrepreneurship research would be 
integrated research programs that included several types of research addressing 
different aspects of the same issues” (2005a, p. 60). By studying bricolage and firm 
performance through different levels of analysis and through different methodologies 
it increases our understanding of the phenomenon of interest, beyond what one 
methodology could successfully achieve. 
Prior literature in mixed methods typically focuses on the benefits of using 
mixed approaches to overcome the shortcomings of each particular method (Jick, 
1979; Cresswell, 2003). For example, critics of quantitative research suggest that 
quantitative variables are often ambiguous (Toomela, 2008), and variables are 
stripped of context (Guba & Lincoln, 1985, p.106). This may be critical when 
studying resources processes and bricolage behaviours in early stage firm 
performance which occur within ‘a context-dependent social process’ (Low & 
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Abrahamson, 1997, p. 435). Qualitative research suffers less issues of ambiguity as it 
enables an in depth understanding of behaviour in situ, “from the point of view of 
those being studied” (Bryman, 1988, p. 46) enabling deeper underlying meanings 
associated with the phenomenon. 
However, qualitative design is not without its critics, who point to a lack of 
generalisability in qualitative research owing to small samples (Miles & Huberman, 
1994). But by combining a variety of methods and using a multiple levels of analysis 
in the research design; such challenges are expected to minimised (Tashakkori & 
Teddlie, 2008). Overall, mixed methods provides improved opportunities to develop 
a more complete picture of the relationship between bricolage and firm performance 
to emerge and create a meta understanding of the phenomenon through comparisons 
and interpretation of results using both research approaches (Davidsson, 2005a). I 
evaluate this in Chapter 7. 
3.3 RESEARCH DESIGN 
I conducted this study in two phases: the initial data collection for the 
CAUSEE research project occurred during the 2007-2008 period (including pre-tests 
of survey design) to systematically follow a large sample of new and young firms 
across Australia. The second phase used qualitative case studies (Amaratunga et al., 
2002) that were selected from the CAUSEE project and subsequent interviews were 
conducted from mid 2009 to mid 2011
37
. 
This research uses an embedded convergent, comparative design (Yin, 2009) 
(Figure 3.1) whereby each phase is kept independent during collection and analysed 
independently, then mixed at the interpretation stage to further clarify bricolage 
“behaviour in context" (Jick, 1979, p. 609) and its influence on firm performance in 
in the discussion provided  in final chapter. 
  
                                                 
 
37
 My distinctive role in this project was assisting in the development of the responses to 
screener questions, software trials to check skip patterns in CATI, and developing the high 
potential subsample including screener interview protocol, screening implementation, and 
data collection of screener data. 
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Figure 3.1 Convergent Comparative Design 
 
Both phases, the quantitative research (2007-2011) and the qualitative cases 
(2009- 2011) employ a longitudinal design. 
3.3.1 Longitudinal Research Design 
A longitudinal design occurs in all three studies of this thesis, following  Low 
& MacMillan’s (1988) recommendation and subsequent calls by other academics 
(e.g. Aldrich & Baker, 1997; Chandler & Lyon, 2001; Davidsson & Wiklund, 2001) 
of longitudinal assessments to develop rich insights of the challenges entrepreneurs 
face and responses to these challenges over a longer time period to enable casual 
inferences. Longitudinal studies refer to studies that collect data during two or more 
discrete periods of time and imply the notion of repeated measurements. These are 
then used as a source of comparison (Bijleveld et al., 1998; Menard, 2002). 
Longitudinal research was considered particularly relevant for this research for 
several reasons. 
First, Van de ven and Huber (1990) emphasise the benefit of longitudinal 
research, which answer “how” or “why” questions and suggest the importance of 
being able to view events and behaviours in sequence (Miller & Friesen, 1982; 
Davidsson, 2005a) uncovering patterns and processes of actions. Capturing 
behaviours and changes in “real” time in longitudinal research reduces issues of 
memory decay and hindsight bias (Davidsson, 2005a, Davidsson & Gordon, 2012). 
Longitudinal case research enables greater scope to uncover resource actions and 
iterations of bricolage resource decisions with a focus on tasks and action 
(behaviours) (Pettigrew, 1990). The limitations of frequent interviewing and 
gathering data for triangulation create the potential for challenges in complexity and 
managing data (Pettigrew, 1990), though such challenges were minimised within this 
thesis through a structured approach and the use of software. Quantitative data was 
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managed using SPSS and qualitative data was managed through Nvivo 10. In the 
case research, data bricolage decisions were anchored with time stamps (months), 
and the establishment of case profiles, timelines and their modification throughout 
the qualitative interviewing process. 
Second, quantitative variance studies (Mohr, 1982; Van de Ven, 2007) 
typically focus on input factors (independent variables) that statistically explain 
outcome criteria (dependent variables). In this research both Study I and Study II 
apply variance techniques using a within subject design, in which variables are 
defined, sampled and measured using statistical analysis (Davidsson, 2005a) and 
measured over time enabling an ability to show variance of measures or change over 
time
38
. Variance studies using longitudinal research have an additional benefit over 
cross sectional research because of longitudinal studies with early stage capture of 
cases are less likely to be influenced by survivor bias (Cassar, 2007) in comparison 
to cross sectional studies, whose samples only contain firms that survive the start-up 
process (Davidsson, 2005a; Gartner & Carter, 2003).  Longitudinal studies are also 
beneficial because of their capacity to view the cause (IV) before the effect (DV) 
(Menard, 2002), enabling stronger claims for causal relationships (Aldrich & 
Martinez, 2001; Davidson & Gordon, 2012). Despite these stronger claims, there is 
possible unmeasured heterogeneity in both Study I and Study II and as a result 
requirements for causality are not strictly proven.  
3.3.2 Unit of Analysis 
Low and MacMillan (1988) in their critical review evaluating entrepreneurship 
research suggested that multiple units of analysis should be used in entrepreneurship 
research and Davidsson and Wiklund (2001) similarly argue that owing to the nature 
of entrepreneurship different levels of analysis are “easily intertwined” (p. 3). For 
example individuals (individual level) instigate resource processes to build 
entrepreneurial initiatives that create new firms (firm level) (Davidsson & Wiklund, 
2001). 
Study I evaluates the relationship between bricolage and early stage firm 
performance and then tests contingency effects of industry level environmental 
                                                 
 
38
 In comparison between subjects design which assesses differences between individuals or groups. 
(Bordens & Abott, 2002). 
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dynamism. Study II evaluates team compositions. As such, whilst this research 
focuses on bricolage and firm level performance, the moderators use both industry 
and team level data. The qualitative research in Study III follows calls for greater 
research on the relationship between lower-level phenomena, such as behaviours, 
such as firm-level task outcomes (e.g. firm performance, Schneider et al., 2003). The 
benefit of using this multiple units of analysis is a more elaborate understanding of 
the phenomena (Hitt et al., 2007) through different viewpoints. However, using this 
approach also provides some challenges including added complexity (Klein & 
Kozlowski, 2000). This was reduced through appropriate data management and 
apply convergent comparative research analysis techniques (Greene et al., 1989). 
3.4 DATA AND ANALYSIS 
In the following section of this chapter, I outline both quantitative and 
qualitative methods used including sampling, case selection, data collection and a 
brief overview of analysis techniques. 
3.4.1 The Quantitative Studies  
The CAUSEE project was led by Professor Per Davidsson and Associate 
Professor Paul Steffens, and included a highly qualified international research team 
which also incorporated myself and several other PhD students. Currently there are 
three completed theses based on this data. The first studied the role of idea novelty 
and relatedness in venture creation (Dissanayke, 2010). Another explored gestation 
sequences and patterns within venture creation (Gordon, 2012). The third thesis (so 
far) studied business planning, its uses and effects in nascent firms (Garonne, 2014). 
Although these three completed theses share the same data platform and have some 
common variables, none specifically study bricolage theories and its impact on 
performance or consider bricolage, its process and contingency effects of 
environmental dynamism or team composition. 
Both Study I and Study II explore the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance using quantitative methods. Detailed discussion on more in-depth 
evaluation of the methods and the variable operationalisations are provided in 
chapters 5-6, aligned with each of the two quantitative studies. 
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3.4.2 CAUSEE Sample & Data Collection 
Initial research into attempts to identify and capture nascent entrepreneurial 
processes and their sequences in the founding process in longitudinal statistically 
representative random samples of entrepreneurs began in the early work of Paul 
Reynolds and his colleagues with the creation of the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial 
Dynamics (PSED) (Gartner et al., 2004; Davidsson, 2005b; Reynolds, 2007). This 
type of research has further evolved with the development of other similar 
longitudinal nascent entrepreneurship projects including the Global Entrepreneurship 
Monitor (GEM) (i.e. Reynolds et al., 2005; Davidsson et al., 2011; Kelley et al., 
2012) and the application of PSED types of projects in other countries including the 
Australian CAUSEE project, projects in Sweden, Norway and China (Acs & 
Audretsch, 2010). 
The data for this research is drawn from the CAUSEE project, a 3-year 
longitudinal study studying firm emergence (Davidsson et al., 2012) administered 
through telephone surveys. This study builds on the general empirical approach, and 
uses some content and lessons learned from the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial 
Dynamics (PSED) studies in the US (Gartner et al., 2004; Reynolds & Curtin, 2008). 
This project, like the PSED, captures nascent firms (NF). Two additional distinctive 
samples, not captured by PSED research were further developed in the CAUSEE 
research: young firms (YF) and high potential nascent and young firms (HP). Both 
nascent and young firm were captured through a random digit dial approach (RDD), 
but the high potential oversample was selected using non probability, techniques, 
given their rarity in random nascent samples (Reynolds, 1997; Wong et al 2005). 
Specifically, in the CAUSEE main study, 28,383 adults (with equal 
male/female representation) from randomly selected households completed a 
screening interview for eligibility. Like the PSED, in order to qualify for inclusion as 
nascent and young firm in the survey, the respondent first had to answer 
affirmatively to at least one of the following questions: 
1. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business, 
including any self-employment or selling any goods or services to others? 
2. Are you, alone or with others, currently trying to start a new business or a 
new venture for your employer, an effort that is part of your normal work? 
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3. Are you, alone or with others currently the owner of a business you help 
manage, including self-employment or selling any goods or services to 
others? 
The nascent respondents to be eligible also had to confirm that: 
 They were (or intended to be) owners or part owners of the nascent firm. 
 They had undertaken some tangible “start-up behaviour” e.g.  looking for 
equipment or a location organizing a start-up team within the last 12 
months. 
If respondents did not answer affirmatively to the above questions they were 
deemed under qualified and did not continue to the full survey. Further, if nascent 
confirmed that revenues had exceeded expenses for six of the past 12 months they 
were deemed overqualified and screened as a young firm. 
Young firm respondents also had to confirm that: 
 They were owners or part owners of the young firm. 
 They confirmed that they started “trading in the market doing the type of 
business you are currently doing” in 2004 or later (i.e. firms were required 
to be 4 years or younger). 
This process yielded 977 Nascent Firms (3.4%) and 1,011 Young Firms 
(3.6%). These were directed to the full length interview (40-60 minutes) either 
directly following the screener or later by appointment. In wave 1, the full length 
interviews were completed by 594 NF and 514 YF cases (representing response rates 
of 60.8% and 50.8% of eligible cases identified in the screener) that are used in the 
analyses for Study I and Study II. 
To qualify for the high potential sample, entrepreneurs were required to 
complete screening questions on several dimensions identified as theoretically 
important in prior literature, including human capital and aspirations of the founders 
as well as the novelty of the venture idea, presence or absence of proprietary 
knowledge and its protection through patents, venture high technology. This led to 




The inclusion of this high potential subsamples within the research design 
enabled a more comprehensive view of the entrepreneurial processes by 
incorporating both the PSED design (which focuses on the firm from its initial idea 
of a business and the process that leads to its realisation (or termination) as well as 
capturing young firms. By having both nascent and young firm sample frames and 
tracking them longitudinally, the study captured firms which transition from nascent 
firms to young firms which had never been captured before in this type of research. 
While one of the obvious limitations of such an approach was cost, funding from the 
Australian Research Council and generous sponsors including National Australia 
Bank and BDO Kendalls assisted in this regard. 
Further information of the samples, data collection techniques, and samples 
descriptions can be found in Davidsson et al., (2011).  Specifically, an overview of 
response rates and attrition
39
 over waves can be found and the final sample frame in 
Appendix 3.2. 
3.4.3 Measures  
Table 3.1 provides an overview of the key measures used in the quantitative 
analysis, including the independent, moderators and dependent variables used in each 
study. Further specifics around the moderator and dependent variables measures are 
provided in Chapter 4 (Study I) and Chapter 5 (Study II). I now discuss the 
development of the bricolage measure. 
Table 3.1 Key Measures Used in Study I and Study II 
Study Independent Moderator Dependent 




-Sales (Log) Young Firms 
Study II Bricolage -Relationship Affiliation 
-Functional Diversity  
-Sales (Log) Young Firms 
 
Development of the Bricolage Measure  
The bricolage measure was developed using standard protocols for scale 
development (Brown et al., 2001; DeVellis, 2003). The measure was created by 
Professor Ted Baker and Professor Per Davidsson.  
                                                 
 
39
 Attrition, in some waves was lower than the expected 20% attrition found within similar PSED type 
research (Edelman et al., 2008). 
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Ted Baker is a leading academic in entrepreneurial bricolage (Baker & Nelson, 
2005; Baker, 2007; Baker & Welter, 2014) being the lead author on the most cited 
bricolage research in entrepreneurship, and Per Davidsson has substantial expertise 
in survey research and development (Davidsson, 1989a; 1989b; 1991; Davidsson & 
Wiklund,1997). 
One key challenge was the need to design the bricolage construct to enable its 
applicability across multiple heterogeneous industries, and across different stages of 
firm growth. As a result both authors independently began by writing a large number 
of items based on the literature. Through a process of selection, revision and 
deletion, the number of items was reduced through a variety of processes, including 
review by other scholars familiar with the entrepreneurship and bricolage literatures, 
and completing pilot testing using a questionnaire. After extensive pretesting and 
screening the final measure contained 9 items that were developed to tap each 
element of the Baker and Nelson’s (2005, p.333) definition of the bricolage: “making 
do by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and 
opportunities.” The bricolage items use a response scale where 1 means “never” and 
5 means “always” (rather than levels of agreement) in order to reflect the behavioural 
nature of the phenomenon. (Refer Table 3.2). 
During pre-tests of the bricolage measure I joined the CAUSEE project and I, 
along with my colleagues, considered the appropriateness of the bricolage measure 
being either a reflective measure or formative measure
40
. However, further 
assessment and consideration of bricolage, discussion with scholars, and the use of 







                                                 
 
40
 “A formative measures the construct appeared as a manifestation of the items, such that variations 
at the level of the items induce variations in the construct (the reverse does not hold); items are not 
exchangeable and do not co-vary. With reflective measures, items are seen as manifestations of the 
hypothesized construct whose variations are directly reflected in items responses; items are 
exchangeable and any one can be safely removed without altering the construct” (Lalanne, .2011 p.1). 
 91 
 






Frequencies were initially run on all 9 items of the bricolage scale. Analysis 
was conducted on missing values on the items as a potential threat to internal validity 
(Rose & Fraser, 2008). The highest missing value was on bricolage item 9: “To deal 
with new challenges we acquire resources at low or no cost and combine them with 
what we already have” (2.1%) in wave 1 (all samples). The distribution indicated 
items were positively skewed. The bricolage measure was then assessed using 
exploratory factor analysis (Table 3.3)
41
. 
Table 3.3 Bricolage Items (1-9) Factor Results (Wave 1) 
Items Sample Factors (Wave 1) Cronbach (Wave 1) 
Bricolage 1_9 (All Samples) 2 .824  positive correlation 
Bricolage 1_9 (All HP) 2 .793  positive correlation 
Bricolage 1_9 (All RD) 2 .828 positive correlation 
Bricolage 1_9 (NF HP) 2 .839 positive correlation 
Bricolage 1_9 (NF RDD) 2 .826 positive correlation 
Bricolage 1_9 (YF HP) 3 .738  negative correlation 
on item 1 and item 9
42
 
Bricolage 1_9 (YF RDD) 1 .829 positive correlation 
 
During these assessments, it became apparent that one item (item 9) of the scale had 
a negative correlation with item one in the high potential young firm sample. It also 
used of the verb “acquire” which may trigger the unintended interpretation “buy at 
full cost” where the intended meaning was “obtain at little or no cost” and as 
previously discussed it was the item that had the highest percentage of missing 
values. Consequently, item 9 was dropped.  
The bricolage items (1-8) were analysed using factor analysis (Table 3.4), 
highlighting relative consistency across waves with total variance over 40% in all 
samples, across waves. 
  
                                                 
 
41
 Tests used PC extraction, Varimax Rotation, and visual assessments of Scree plots. 
42
 There was a negative relationship between Item 1 “We are confident of our ability to find workable 
solutions to new challenges by using our existing resources” and item 9 “To deal with new challenges 
we acquire resources at low or no cost and combine them with what we already have” such that as the 
value of one variable increases, the other decreases.   
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Table 3.4 Bricolage Items (1-8) Factor Results (Waves1-3) 




No. of Factors 
(wave 2) 
No. of Factors 
(wave 3) 
Bricolage 1_8   (All Samples) 1 (45.20)% 1 (47.47)% 1 (50.35)% 
Bricolage 1_8   (All HP) 1 (41.68)% 1 (45.16)% 2 (59.01)% 
Bricolage 1_8   (All RD) 1 (45.54)% 1 (47.60)% 1 (50.90)% 
Bricolage 1_8   (NF HP) 1 (47.66)% 2 (58.84)% 2 (61.89)% 
Bricolage 1_8   (NF RDD) 1 (45.12)% 1 (45.97)% 2 (60.57)% 
Bricolage 1_8   (YF HP) 2 (49.64)% 1 (46.16)% 1 (44.93)% 
Bricolage 1_8   (YF RDD) 1 (46.18)% 2 (62.31)% 1 (52.69)% 
 
The Cronbach Alpha’s across the samples were also evaluated at this stage44 to 
ensure convergent validity among the items (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). This method 
was chosen as the sub-dimensions of bricolage were expected to be highly correlated 
with each other. These tests illustrate a high level of internal consistency (Nunnally, 
1978) across various samples and all waves.  (Refer Table 3.5). 
Table 3.5 Bricolage Items 1-8 (Cronbach) 






Bricolage 1_8   (All Samples) .823 .836 .853 
Bricolage 1_8   (All HP) .797 .817 .824 
Bricolage 1_8   (All RD) .824 .837 .857 
Bricolage 1_8   (NF HP) .797 .817 .834 
Bricolage 1_8   (NF RDD) .821 .826 .836 
Bricolage 1_8   (YF HP) .742 .825 .818 
Bricolage 1_8   (YF RDD) .829 .847 .867 
 
The bricolage measure was then calculated as the average (mean) of items 1-8. 
The reliability tests were then conducted and illustrate strong correlations and 
criterion validity tests indicate the mean decreasing over time with a higher standard 
deviation between the measures over the 3 waves of data. (Tables 3.6 to 3.8). I 
sought to understand these changes of the measure over time. I expected strong 
correlations between waves 1-3.  
                                                 
 
43
 Total Variance Explained Using Cumulative Eigenvalues. 
44
 The Cronbach for Bricolage items 1-9 was only assessed in Wave 1 as item 9 was dropped during 
item assessments and not used in this thesis. 
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Given most of the theorising around bricolage suggests resource constraints 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005; Fisher, 2012) I considered how constraints may change as 
the firm developed. The literature suggests that firms become more established, they 
continue to build and develop their resource troves, through creating new resources, 
scavenging, and accessing resources through local environments (Lévi-Strauss, 
1966) or through network bricolage approaches (Baker et al., 2003). Further, through 
acts of tinkering and experimentation entrepreneurs gain a better understanding of 
the resources on hand, their benefits and limitations. As a result of more resources 
(which may better support resource seeking behaviours) and as a result of learning 
effects I expected to see a reduction in the average score of bricolage and as a result 
increased variance over time. 
Table 3.6 Sample NF and YF (RDD) 
 
Table 3.7 Sample NF (RDD) 
 
Table 3.8 Sample YF (RDD) 
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3.4.4 Data Analysis  
SPSS software was used for quantitative analysis for both Study I and Study II. 
In Study I, binomial logistic regression was used to test the nascent firm performance 
and both Study I and Study II used hierarchical moderated regressions to test the 
outlined contingency effects on the young firm sample. Further specifics on data 
analysis are provided in Study I (Chapter 4) and Study II (Chapter 5). 
3.5 THE QUALITATIVE STUDY 
Study III uses qualitative techniques to explore bricolage actions including 
gathering and scavenging resources (Baker & Nelson, 2005), the ways resources are 
managed within the trove, recombination attempts and assessments of fit or mutual 
adjustment between bricolage-task attempts, and how these final solutions are 
attempted or enacted (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Garud & Karnøe, 2003). This research 
sought to tease out patterns of actions that impact bricolage effectiveness, including 
resource valuations, decisions and attempts and task enactment (Bryman, 1998; 
Davidsson, 2005a; Brundin, 2007). As a result of studying these in-depth processes, I 
identify several novel mechanisms and actions which limit bricolage effectiveness. 
Qualitative case research was considered appropriate for two reasons. First, 
prior results indicate a lack of consensus within the literature in regards to bricolage 
and firm performance. This indicates there are possible actions and mechanisms that 
have not been studied previously which may better explain under what conditions 
bricolage actions is enhanced or limited during task activities, a measure of firm 
performance. Qualitative approaches typically outline “how and why people behave 
and think the way they do” (Ambert et al., 1995, p.880). This approach enabled the 
collection of rich descriptions of resource actions. 
Second, qualitative research is helpful when trying to understand dynamic 
interactive processes, in this case, how entrepreneurs engage in bricolage through 
resource processes applied to tasks. By capturing this information over 2 years and 
constructing these cases longitudinally, I uncover these micro actions within the 
process of bricolage that to date, have remained largely unexplored in the literature 
or implicit in current theorising. 
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3.5.1 Sampling Case Selection 
Academics who apply qualitative approaches typically recommend smaller 
homogeneous samples (Ambert et al., 1995). This research employs a purposive 
sampling approach
45
 (Patton, 2002), with a deliberate decision to keep the sample 
size small. This decision was made as selecting a smaller sample assisted in reducing 
some of the known limitations of process case study approaches including the sheer 
labour intensity of observing firm resource actions and changes in a firm over time 
(Van de Ven & Huber, 1990). 
Sustainability firms were chosen as sustainability was considered a new and 
emerging industry when the firms were first captured in the CAUSEE study. In 2007 
the then Prime Minister had been elected using sustainability as one of his core 
platform messages (Labour Government, 2012). In 2009, when I initiated the 
interviews, sustainability assessments in the Australian building and construction 
industry were a new, emerging market (Forbes & Kirsch, 2011) and were predicted 
to experience future exponential growth. The Australian Federal Government had 
introduced mandatory minimum energy performance requirements through the 
Building Code, which required any dwelling that was sold or leased to have an 
energy efficiency rating by 2013. The government also created several sustainability 
programs, such as the Green Loans program, to fuel new jobs in this sector. These 
actions provided abundant opportunities for entrepreneurs and new businesses to 
create and establish new firms. 
Case selection was based respondents from the CAUSEE study, where firms 
had already passed a screening process (refer section 3.4.1.1.) To ensure I was 
capturing my preferred cohort of recently established sustainability firms, a code 
book (refer Appendix 3.2a and 3.2b) was first designed using literature based on 
sustainability measures (Cohen et al., 2008) and content analysis techniques 
(Stemler, 2001). Two independent coders applied this codebook through assessments 
of firm titles, descriptions and product descriptions in CAUSEE data to evaluate the 
content based on terms such as “sustainability” “renewable energy” “environment” 
which resulted in a sample of 85 sustainability firms
46
. The inter-rater reliability was 
                                                 
 
45
 Rather than random sampling. (Pattone, 2002). 
46
 Justification of Sample selection is provided in chapter 6. 
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checked and the Kappa’s co-efficient was found to be within the acceptable range 
(0.746). 
From the cases of sustainability firms (n= 85)
47
 I then a multiple case 
replication logic
48
 (Yin, 2009) was applied (Eisenhardt, 1989) through a 
nonprobability sampling approach (Cooper et al., 2003). Several criteria were used 
during case selection: (1) similarity with industry (sustainability) and (2) industries 
that possessed different resource attributes and valuation (product vs. service) (Foss 
et al., 2007) as a source of variation (Yin, 2009). The case design and analysis 
followed a short question approach (Lichtenstein & Brush, 2001) where cases were 
interviewed every 3 months and emailed in monthly intervals between interviews to 
capture in-depth processes changes. It was expected that abundant data would be 
collected. In recruiting subjects for this study, potential participants were initially 
contacted via telephone and then emailed with an overview of the study, the nature of 
the participation and the time requirements of their involvement. Seven firms were 
chosen, based on case availability and the sampling design outlined in the sample 
selection codebook. Table 3.9 provides an overview of the selected cases for this 
research and their core activities. 
3.5.2 Data Sources  
I commenced the qualitative research in 2009 and concluded the interviews in 
2011. Prior to interviewing the case respondents, eight scoping interviews were 
conducted with Government officials, industry association CEO’s, suppliers, and 
academics in sustainability as way to situate potential challenges and opportunities 
and common tasks that these early stage sustainability firms may face. The data 
sources collected included observation through on-site visits, interviews with cases, 
photographs, organizational documents and company descriptions. CAUSEE 
responses (where available 2009-2010).  
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 Generated from  all samples, Wave 1 in the CAUSEE data 
48










Table 3.10 illustrates nature of the qualitative data whilst Appendix 3.3 
provides an overview of the data collected.  At the individual level, the interviews, 
site visits, and documentary evidence were used to triangulate the data to check 
convergence of the data and to add depth to the case results (Di Domenico et al., 
2010; Patten, 2002). 
Table 3.10 Nature of Qualitative Data 
Level of 
Analysis 
Inquiry Data Sources  
Industry level Experiencing Observation 
On-site visits with State 
Government officials, 
industry associations and 
academic researchers, 
evaluation and access to 
sustainability services and 
software calculators and 
tools, ranges of sustainability 
products (lighting, electricity) 







with leading building 
sustainability and 
photovoltaic industry 




Review of Government 
policy, industry association 
meeting minutes, responses to 
Government enquiries. 
 






On-site visits meeting with 
prototype developers, 
photographs. 
 Enquiring  
Expert 
Interviews 
42 in depth interviews with 7 
sustainability firms are of 60- 
90 minutes per interview. 
 Examining Documents 
Organizational documents 
e.g. business plans, strategy 
documentation, website 
content, marketing materials. 
CAUSEE responses (where 
available 2009-2010). 
Adapted from Müller (2013). 
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3.5.3 Primary Data Sources Interviewing  
A semi-structured interview guide, influenced by prior literature and results 
from the scoping interviews, was created prior to interviewing respondents. The first 
interviews focused on the background of the entrepreneur and their prior work 
experiences including entrepreneurial experience, to get a sense of what pre-existing 
knowledge, experience and skills they had “on hand” (Baker & Nelson, 2005).  
The first interviews were face to face, (often their home as a result of being a 
home based business) to meet the entrepreneurs and to observe their businesses 
including their resource troves. The case interviews were conducted with the 
principal founders of the  seven  firms,  including  one  firm  where  both  owners  
were  present  in  the interviews. The interviews provided a snapshot of how 
entrepreneurs responded with their resources to tasks (or in some cases, how 
entrepreneurs ignored tasks) over time. Interviews were 20 to 90 minutes in length 
(refer Appendix 3.4 for case interview schedules). All audio interviews were 
digitally recorded and transcribed. 
The second round of interviews focused on the firm, their aspirations and the 
creation and development of the firm over time, including current and future 
constraints and opportunities (Lichtenstein & Brush, 2001). The aim of these 
interviews was to understand how firms dealt with salient tasks
49
 and resource 
decisions (including bricolage) as a consequence of these tasks. 
In capturing these actions, I followed prior work by Ven de Ven (2007) using 
events based recall approaches with the benefit of reducing hindsight bias 
(Davidsson, 2005a). This decision had the consequence of generating a great deal of 
data (Weick, 1979) a well-known limitation of qualitative research in general (Miles 
& Huberman, 1984, p.17). Over 1,000 pages or single spaced transcripts were 
produced. Subsequent interviews focused on current tasks
50
, resources responses to 
specific tasks, and the entrepreneur’s assessments of the task outcome. I also asked 
further questions about future tasks, which I confirmed or disconfirmed in 
subsequent interviews. 
                                                 
 
49
 Similar to “critical events or junctures” approach used in (Vohora, et al. 2004). 
50
 These tasks were often defined in the interviews as opportunities/constraints/tasks. 
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The short answer questions, which were initially used in an open ended 
question approach (Patton, 2002) are provided in Appendix 3.5. As the businesses 
became more established and I got a better sense of firm offerings and behaviours, 
the questions evolved from an initial exploratory approach to more concise semi- 
structured questions. This occurred to capture resource behaviours in response to 
changes in the firm (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995). Deviations from the short answer 
approach were welcomed as possible new sources of themes influencing bricolage 
behaviours. Two firms suffered flooding during the data collection period (Dec 2010 
- Jan 2011) and interviewing for all cases stopped during that period (although short 
answer correspondence via email continued) and interviews recommenced in April 
2011 (after firms resumed operations). Responses were checked following interviews 
3.5.4 Coding and Data Analysis 
 
Before I started coding, I conducted a review of the research questions 
generated from omissions in the extant literature (Baker & Nelson, 2005) (refer to 
Chapter 2 for more details) to make sense of some potential theoretical dimensions, 
linked to the research questions that may inform the way I assessed the interview 
data. In line with theorising in qualitative techniques, researchers are required to 
move beyond descriptions of case responses and to establish a rigorous and systemic 
coding process (Miles & Huberman, 1994). To this end I entered all the interview 
transcripts, observation notes, photographs, and all other material including the 
information captured via websites, into Nvivo10 software, analysis software 
commonly used in qualitative, particularly case study, research (Bandara et al., 
2005). 
I conducted four primary steps in the data analysis when I compared interview 
data: 
1. Outlining first-order codes,  
2. Identifying sub theoretical categories,  
3. Identifying theoretical dimensions and  
4. Aggregating theoretical dimensions within the data (Gioia et al., 2013; 
Shepherd & Williams, 2014). 
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Initially I commenced the analysis using “open coding” (Locke, 2001), where I 
began to identify common tasks, and responses to these tasks, considering matrices 
of evolving themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2009) using a replication logic, 
noting similarities and differences within the codes to confirm or disconfirm patterns 
emerging in each case (refer Table 3.11). 
My initial coding design followed established inductive theorising approaches 
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Glaser, 1978; Miles & Huberman, 1994) As I collected the 
initial data, I produced a case profile including firm level characteristics 
(triangulating the data using interview and CAUSEE survey responses) using 
attribute coding (Lofland & Lofland, 2006) and individual level resource behaviours 
using a “constant comparative method” (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). 
Table 3.11 Excerpt of Open Codes 
Code Name Description 
Internal: Functional 
Planning 
Describes use of plans, development, and changes in plans. 
Internal: Market  
Lead Generation 
(Proposals) 




Describes staffing activities, contracts, the use of 
subcontractors, students, customers and trials of hangers on. 
External: Family Describes when respondent describe family involvement.  
External: Competitor  Describes competitor’s actions and or involvement of 
competitors in task activities.  
Scavenging Describes scavenging in local environments or as a result of 
serendipitous events. 
Borrowing Describes the firm receiving temporary access to resources 
(input) and instances when they lend out resources (output). 
Divergent 
Thinking/Imagination 
Describes creative or resourcefulness in resource 
assessments and actions. 
Trove (Descriptions)  
Capacity 
Describes the ability to store resources, storage problems, 
running out of room. 
Trove Personal 
Resources  
Describes how personal resources are mixed with business 
resources.  
Trove Sentimental Describes sentimental objects from past projects. 
 
Within the case profile I also created a time line of salient tasks, with 
corresponding resource responses. As such, structured data was followed the 
framework proposed by Ring and Van de Ven (1994). (Refer Appendix 3.6 for an 
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excerpt of case timeline). In the subsequent cycles of coding iterations I began 
refining codes as I assessed and reassessed the data, moving between the interview 
data, and literature creating differing frameworks during attempts at sense making 
(Appendix 3.7). 
I then moved from open coding to more abstract coding of the data into 
theoretical categories and subcategories in steps 2 and 3 of the analysis (Shepherd & 
Williams, 2014). Using the firm profiles
51
 and the data displays I had generated 
through the iterations of assessments of themes, I then moved to cross case 
comparison evaluating between firm similarities and dissimilarities of responses 
through matrices of evolving themes (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2009). 
I applied replication logic and systematic searches within the codes to confirm 
or disconfirm patterns emerging between each case. In the final step of the analysis, I 
reassessed the potential theoretical framework with the more abstract themes 
developed through the analysis. During this time I shifted my assessments away from 
process frameworks, to focusing on the aggregate theoretical dimensions that 
emerged from the data, aligned with the research questions. As a result, I developed a 
several frameworks illustrating the themes that emerged from the data (Goia et al., 
2013; Shepherd & Williams, 2014), related to my research questions. An example is 
provided in Figure 3.2, and all frameworks are provided in the findings section of 
Chapter 6. 
During the coding process and thematic analysis, there was a growing 
realisation that the service firms had very different challenges, tasks, resources and 
opportunities than their product firm counterparts, and that they created different and 
often more flexible customised solutions. Discussion of bricolage use in consulting 
service firms are limited (refer Salunke et al., 2013 as a notable exception).  
Typically, the distinctive  “surprising”  ingenious  solutions  that  are  
described  in resourceful behaviours52  outline  the  combination  of  physical  
objects  to  produce  tangible outcomes. Service firms however, use different types of 
                                                 
 
51
 A document (similar to a coding scheme codebook) containing notes of thoughts of emerging 
themes was written to assist in generating further thoughts of relationships between prior theory,  
bricolage and tasks; and assisted in coding consistency and further categorisation. 
52
 MacGyver was the lead character of an action adventure television series which ran (1985-1992).  
He typically created ingenious solutions to challenges.  For example, MacGyver created a paraglider 
from pieces of fallen satellite, its parachute and duct tape 
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objects; commonly they use information and knowledge which are more malleable 
and suffer fewer limitations in their use enabling differing processes (Greene & 
Brown, 1997). As a result, I chose to restrict my attention on service firms, rather 
than product firms, given this lack of research studying their behaviours and their 
overall importance and contributions within the economy.
53
 
3.6 VERIFICATION OF DATA 
Quantitative and qualitative research typically uses different verification 
measures of validity and reliability in quantitative research (Gummesson, 2007). 
Miles & Huberman (1994) however, also offer similar to quantitative quality 
assessments yet these are distinct measures for qualitative case research (Riege, 
2003). As a result, I assess both quantitative and qualitative verification separately. 
3.6.1 Quantitative Verification  
Construct validity is the extent to which the items accurately reflect the concept 
that is under study (Hair et al., 2006). To assess construct validity, two approaches 
were used. First, I used established variables that had been previously developed that 
were available and already in use in the literature. Table 3.12 outlines the established 
measures used in Study I and Study II and its prior use in established literature. 
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 For example, both the Fortune 500 and the Australian BRWFast100 2013 lists include more service 









Table 3.12 Established Measures in Quantitative Tests 
Measure Prior Use in Literature 
Dependent Variable: Venture Emergence 
Davidsson & Gordon, (2012); Diochon et al. 
(2007) 
Dependent Variable: Sales Carter et al. (1996); Schoonhoven et al. (1990) 
Moderator: Environmental Dynamism Boyd (1990) 
Moderator: Environmental Munificence Dess & Beard (1984) 
Moderator: Teams and their Composition Ruef et al. (2003) 
Experience (Management) Vesper (1990) 
Future Growth Expectations Stewart & Roth (1991) 
Gender Blackwell (2006) 
Human Capital Cooper et al. (1994) 
High Tech Allens & Stearns (2004) 
 
The second approach was validation techniques on the validation of the 
recently established measure generated for the CAUSEE project. (Refer Section 3.5 
for further discussion on validation techniques applied and the evaluation of content, 
convergent and discriminant validity on this measure through Cronbach assessments, 
confirmatory factor analysis). Analysis techniques were also applied to the bricolage 
measure with an evaluation of the measure over various waves of data using different 
samples. 
3.6.2 Qualitative Verification  
Confirmability 
Two strategies were employed to enhance the confirmability of the case 
research. These were the recording and retention of all materials used in the case 
research, and inter-coder checks (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) where coded bricolage 
behaviours data were reviewed by 2 other scholars familiar with the entrepreneurship 
and bricolage at later iterations of coding to confirm my understanding and coding 
decisions. 
Credibility  
Triangulation techniques comparing multiple sources of evidence (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985) were used to enhance the credibility of the case research findings. The 
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case study evaluates numerous data sources and triangulates interviews, 
observations, documents, and survey data from CAUSEE to give credibility to the 
results. 
Transferability 
Transferability concerns the extent to which the results of a study can be held 
to be true for other cases, for example to different people, places or times. Owing to 
selected sampling techniques, the case research did not seek to be representative of 
all bricoleurs in sustainability services (i.e. statistical generalisation); it did however 
seek analytic generalisation (Yin, 2009). Analytic generalisation allows the results to 
be generalised at a conceptual level and as a result be applied to other (theoretically 
similar) situations and contexts. 
 
Dependability  
Dependability considers the stability and consistency of the measures, research 
process, procedures and methodological techniques applied (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) 
and replicability of results/thoroughness of data documentation (Yin, 2009). In the 
case research, dependability was strengthened through the research design and 
process including recording and retaining all data (e.g. interviews, recordings, 
transcripts). 
3.7 SUMMARY OF CHAPTER 
This chapter outlined the research design and methods in the three studies I 
conduct in this thesis. I commenced this chapter by presenting a discussion of the 
ontological and epistemological approach I applied in this research. Methodological 
fit was then described with further justification of the mixed methods, longitudinal 
design. Assessments of the unit of analysis then followed. Elaboration on both 
quantitative and qualitative methodological approaches and verification of the data 
was then provided.  The first study now follows in Chapter 4. 
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3.8 OVERVIEW OF STUDIES  
Table 3.13 provides an overview of the studies with respect to the research methods employed. 
Table 3.13 Overview of Research Studies 
 Study I Study II Study III 
Topic 
Contingent effects of 
Environmental Dynamism 
Contingent effect of Teams and 
their Compositions 
In depth exploration of patterns of 
bricolage effectiveness and 
ineffectiveness. 
Research Approach Quantitative  Quantitative Qualitative 
Method Survey  Survey Case 
Data Collection CAUSEE Questionnaire, 
Australian Bureau of Statistics 
Industry Data 
CAUSEE Questionnaire Interview/Secondary Sources  
Sample  CAUSEE random sample 
(Nascent Firms & Young Firms) 
CAUSEE random sample 
(Young Firms) 
CAUSEE subsample of 4 sustainability 
service firms (Young Firms) 
Data Analysis  -Factor Analysis 
-Binomial Logistic regression  
-Hierarchical Moderated  Linear 
Regression 
-Hierarchical Moderated   
Linear Regression 
-Data Reduction 
-Data Displays/Matrices (incl. Timelines) 
-Theory Building 




APPENDIX 3.1 SAMPLING FRAME 
30,105 individuals 18 years of age or over were contacted in Australia. 4 samples 
were collected and the following outlines attrition in the study. (Source:  CAUSEE 
Codebook). 













Young Firms (YF) (RDD) 
 












Wave 1 1058 499 559 -- 559 
Wave 2 559 87 472 77 395 
Wave 3 395 42 353 44 309 
Wave 4 309 47 262 31 231 
 
 
High Potential Nascent Firm (NF) Young Firm (YF) 
 

































































































Wave 1 1010 385 625 -- 625 
Wave 2 625 132 493 152 341 
Wave 3 341 60 281 65 216 
Wave 4 216 31 185 30 155 
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APPENDIX 3.2A. CODEBOOK USED FOR QUALITATIVE CASE 
SELECTION (SUSTAINABILITY FIRMS) 
Process of Case Selection (actions) Key Terms  
1. Initial key terms generated from Cohen et 
al. (2008) 
green, energy, sustainability, sustainable, solar, water 
saving, recycled, second hand, earth, waste recovery, 
biodynamics, permaculture, renewable, biodiesel, wind, 
natural, sustainable agriculture, re-use, environmental, 
waste, re-use, cleaner packaging, restoration, 
horticulture, natural resources 
2.  Reassessed firm descriptions and 
developed categories around key terms 
Consulting, Software/Technology, 
Indigenous/Cultural/Social, Tourism, Marketing, 
Manufacturing, Agriculture/Farming,  Energy (PV), 
Energy (Geo-Thermal) Energy (Bio-Diesal) Energy 
(Hydrogen), Native Animals, Native Plants, Natural 
Therapies, Building (Total:  112 Firms) Refer Table 
3.11 
3. Revision and dropping of less relevant 
categories  limited sustainability relevance 
(e.g. farmer deals with natural environment 
that does not engage in sustainable 
practices), assessment of scope within 
industries 
Dropped Agriculture, Natural Therapies (76 firms) 
4.  Selection of specific industries  Consultancy (Building) 6 firms and Energy (PV) 8 
firms  
5.  Sample Selection Process Results  Consultancy (Building) 4 firms, Energy 3 firms 
 
APPENDIX 3.2B. SUSTAINABILITY FIRM CATEGORIES IN THE 




55 Number  
Agriculture 18 



























                                                 
 
 
55 These categories are not mutually exclusive i.e. consultant that provides sustainability advice in housing are categorised in 
both consulting and building. 
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APPENDIX 3.4 CASE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 
Firm Dates 
TD 
15/07/2009, 3/09/2009, 7/02/2010, 
11/05/2010,  27/09/2010, 11/04/2011 
SS 
18/07/2009, 9/09/2009,  17/02/2010, 
20/05/2010, 23/09/2010, 11/04/2011 
GE 
22/07/2009, 8/09/2009,  16/02/2010, 
25/05/2010, 23/09/2010, 11/04/2011 
AP 
24/07/2009, 7/09/2009, 20/02/2010, 
25/05/2010, 7/09/2010, 16/05/2011 
 
APPENDIX 3.5 CASE INTERVIEW SHORT ANSWER QUESTIONS 
Question 1.  What have you been doing in the business?  In the last month, have 
there been any changes in your business? This may be positive or negative things.  If 
there have been changes, please explain what has changed. 
Question 2.  Based on the Resource List
56
 (Dollinger, 1985) provided what existing 
resources, if any, did you use in response to those changes? .e.g. physical resources, 
networks, technological resources, reputational resources, financial resources, 
organisational resources, and intellectual resources. 
Question 3.  What new resources were purchased or acquired, if any, in response to 
the changes? 
Question 4.  With the exception of your knowledge, did you give away, recycle, 
divest, or get rid of any resources?  If so, which ones? 
Question 5.  Have there been any resource constraints that have affected your 
business?  If so, please explain them. 
Question 6.  Have there been any opportunities created or that you have recognised 
in the last month?  Please list them. 
  
                                                 
 
56
 This was an initial resource list I first applied in the short answer design.  However, during 
interviewing I found abstract ideas around resources was problematic; entrepreneurs didn’t define 
them this way (for example technology resources were simply computers for some of these cases).As 
a result, this question was rewritten as the following:  What was your response to these constraints?  
What things and or ideas did you apply to this change?  
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APPENDIX 3.7 DEVELOPMENT AND ELABORATION OF INITIAL 











 Environmental Dynamism as a Chapter 4:
Moderator of the Relationship 
between Bricolage and 
Performance 
4.1 INTRODUCTION  
Many firms initially face challenging, resource constrained environments 
during attempts to develop and grow (Shepherd et al., 2000). One promising theory 
that explicitly links to ways entrepreneurial firms respond to uncertainty and 
constraints is bricolage (Lévi-Strauss, 1966). Bricolage is defined as “making do by 
applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 333). Bricolage aligns with notions of ingenuity and 
resourcefulness:  using what’s on hand, through making do, and recombining 
resources for new or novel purposes.  
Bricolage studies have previously not empirically examined the impact of 
bricolage on firm performance. This study uses a sample of 390 Nascent firms and 
325 Young Firms (henceforth: early stage firms) from the Comprehensive Australian 
Study of Entrepreneurial Emergence research project (CAUSEE), a large 
longitudinal research project to (1) determine the impact of bricolage on firm 
performance, and (2) test the moderating effect that environmental dynamism may 
have on the relationship between bricolage and firm performance.  
This work contributes to the emerging behavioural theory of bricolage by 
offering the first empirical test evaluating the impact of bricolage on early stage firm 
performance (i.e. venture emergence in nascent firms and sales in young firms). 
Using new product development (NPD) theories of speed of development, co-
creation and innovativeness, I theorise that bricolage has a positive effect on early 
stage firm performance. I then theorise and offer environmental dynamism as a 
potential moderator which positively impacts the bricolage-performance relationship. 
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My results indicate bricolage can be considered a tool of persistence in nascent 
firms and has a significant positive effect on young firm performance. The study also 
provides evidence, contrary to theorising, that environmental dynamism negatively 
impacts the bricolage-performance relationship in young firms. These findings are 
illustrated in a model that further explores the limits of bricolage behaviours and 
enhances our understanding of how firms make resource decisions while facing 
constraint during their initial stages of development. 
4.2 BACKGROUND 
Bricolage is an emerging theory that provides one explanation of how early 
stage entrepreneurial firms emerge and grow despite the uncertainty and the 
constraints they face (Baker & Nelson, 2005) during firm emergence and initial 
growth. A few studies have begun to evaluate and theorise proposed relationships 
between bricolage and firm performance (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Stinchfield et al., 
2013) yet there is a lack of consensus in the results. More often than not prior 
research describes how bricolage generates positive firm outcomes (Ciborra, 1996; 
Garud & Karnøe, 2003; Salunke et al., 2013). 
Others however, suggest an alternate scenario; entrepreneurs who use bricolage 
simply won’t get the job done: their attempts or solutions are imperfect, substandard 
(Lanzara, 1999) creating poor performance (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Hatton, 1989). 
These mixed results indicate there may be important, yet largely unexplored factors 
that may influence this relationship. This chapter offers environmental dynamism as 
one such factor that impacts the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance. Uncertain changing environments (Dess & Beard, 1984) typifies what 
many early stage firms now experience when they attempt to enter markets, making 
environmental dynamism critical to study. 
The role of the environment in shaping bricolage decisions cannot be 
underestimated as it plays a critical role in resource decisions and behaviours (Fisher, 
2012). As a result, in recent years, growing attention has been paid to the importance 
of context in bricolage (e.g. Cleaver, 2012; Desa & Basu, 2013; Ning, 2013). Limited 
empirical research exists testing the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance using measures common within entrepreneurship literatures (e.g. 
venture emergence and sales), or other contingency effects including environmental 
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dynamism. A review of the literature suggests this is the first empirical study to test 
the impact of bricolage behaviours on early stage firm performance in a large 
representative sample of early stage firms, and the first research to identify 
environmental dynamism as a potential contingency effect shaping the relationship 
between bricolage and firm performance. Hence, the current study addresses a 
significant gap in the literature. 
Prior bricolage literature recognises the critical role of context but has 
traditionally focused on two environmental domains. The majority of research 
evaluates environmental munificence (Dess & Beard, 1984), in terms of 
abundance/constraint arguments (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Cunha et al., 2014; Desa & 
Basu, 2013; Fisher, 2012; Honig et al., 2014; Lévi-Strauss, 1966). Overwhelmingly, 
results from this research suggest that bricolage behaviour provides a means to 
overcome resource constraints (Fisher, 2012), enabling firms to innovate and 
prosper, partly as a consequence of being able to create “something from nothing” 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005; Cunha et al., 2014). 
The other domain considers environments as the context for unexpected events 
or one-off crises (e.g., Bechky & Okhuysen, 2011; Ciborra, 2002; Johansson & 
Oliason, 2007; Tierney, 2003; Weick, 1993). This research, typically describes the 
positive impact of bricolage through making do with the resources on hand, 
generating innovative work-arounds (Orr, 1996) or assisting firms to get through the 
tough times (e.g. September 11 attacks Tierney, 2003). Others however, indicate 
bricolage may have unforseen negative impacts in response to uncertain 
environments (e.g Weick, 1993). Limited evidence exists about the specific ways in 
which environmental dynamism relates to bricolage and early stage firm 
performance. As a result, unanswered questions remain regarding the relationship 
between bricolage and firm performance in dynamic environments. 
By attempting to answer these questions and by highlighting the ways 
environmental conditions impact firm performance in early stage firms that apply 
bricolage, this chapter provides two novel contributions. First, it explores neglected 
dimensions of firm performance that are infrequently theorised or tested in bricolage 
literature, namely new firm emergence and young firm sales, which are common 
measures in entrepreneurship literature through the first empirical tests in a large 
representative sample of early stage firms. The second contribution clarifies and 
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extends prior bricolage research by providing a more complete picture of the 
influence of environmental dynamism and how it shapes the relationship between 
bricolage and firm performance. For practice these findings may help to set some 
potential prescriptive  limits  on  when  to  use  bricolage  in  the  light  of  differing  
types  of environments and what type of environments support higher levels of firm 
performance when applying bricolage behaviours. 
The remainder of this chapter proceeds as follows. First, section 4.1 introduces 
the relevant literature on bricolage and performance. Section 4.2 outlines arguments 
that hypothesize the positive influence of environmental dynamism on the bricolage– 
performance relationship. Third, in Section 4.3, the research method is described, 
including the sample, measures, and analysis. I then present the results. Finally, 
Section 4.4 provides a discussion of these results, including how they contribute to 
both theory and practice. 
4.3 BRICOLAGE  
Lévi-Strauss (1966) first theorised about bricolage as a response to create new 
forms and meanings from objects and tools within known local environments 
(Duymedjian & Clemens Rüling, 2010). Bricoleurs, using in-depth situated 
knowledge often created novel unexpected outcomes to the challenges they were 
attempting to solve (Lévi-Strauss, 1966). 
Over the past decade, the literature on bricolage has burgeoned, examining its 
application in entrepreneurial settings (Baker et al., 2003; Baker & Nelson, 2005) 
intrapreneurial settings (Halme et al., 2012) and social ventures (Desa, 2012; Di 
Domenico et al., 2010; Keating et al., 2013; Zahra et al., 2009). Our understanding of 
bricolage has been extended by research investigating its influence on innovation 
(Baker et al., 2003; Brown & Duguid, 1991; Ciborra, 1996; Ciborra, 2002; Fuglsang 
& Sørensen, 2011; Lanzara, 1999; Spencer et al., 2005), sense making (Baker et al., 
2003; Duymedjian, & Rüling, 2010; Weick, 1993), and institutional change (Innes & 
Booher, 2010; Cleaver, 2002; Desa, 2012; Mair & Marti, 2009). 
Common actions described in the bricolage literature include a bias for action, 
making do with the tools or objects “on hand”, and relaxing the rules of what 
resources could or should be used for, to create innovative solutions (Baker, 2007). 
Bricoleurs show a disdain for the rules, often challenging the biases of existing 
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patterns of meaning, ignoring precedents, and values assigned to resources at hand 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005; Daft & Weick, 1984; German & Barrett, 2005). Rule 
breaking enables novel variations from traditional notions of institutional design, 
creation and use of resources (Bhide, 2000; Halkier & Gjertsen, 2004).  Bricoleurs 
often gather and keep resources for current and future tasks, developing diverse 
resource troves
57
, to enable skilful mobilisation and recombination of resources at 
hand (Baker & Nelson, 2005). 
After committing to the creation of a firm, bricolage may be considered as “the 
only thing we can reasonably do whilst engaged in action” (Lanzara, 1999, p. 347) in 
attempts to further leverage the limited initial sales the firm has generated. In this 
case, necessity (Ferneley & Bell, 2006) and a determination to get the job done 
(Berchetti & Hulsink, 2006) often lead firms to critically analyse what existing 
resources are available and ways these resources may be combined to develop novel 
outcomes. 
4.3.1 Bricolage and Firm Performance 
To date, there is a lack of consensus within the literature regarding the 
relationship between bricolage and firm performance, though prior inductive case 
research indicates, more often than not, a positive relationship where bricolage leads 
to better performance. Bricolage behaviours, through a reliance on existing resources 
and relationships (Baker et al., 2003) may contribute to the development of firms 
which are better able to manage the processes of early stage firm development 
despite the uncertainty and constraints they face. Bricolage can sometimes generate 
“brilliant unforseen results” (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 17) which allow early stage firms 
to persevere and leverage initial sales. 
Typical firm performance measures in entrepreneurship include assessments of 
firm emergence including the process of firms, those that complete gestational 
activities to enable them to becoming operational, that continue to keep trying to get 
up and running but remain in the firm creation process, and those that decide to 
terminate the venture (Davidsson & Gordon, 2012; De Tienne et al., 2008), where 
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 A trove is defined here as a collection of potentially valuable objects for use in resource activities by 
entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial teams (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Stinchfield et al., 2013, p.892). 
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becoming operational is preferred over persisting or termination, and persisting is 
favoured over termination.  
Other common firm performance measures used in entrepreneurship literature 
is firm sales (Carter et al., 1996; Schoonhoven et al., 1990) or growth (Delmar et al., 
2013; McKelvie & Wiklund, 2010). Few bricolage studies, however, explicitly 
evaluate these performance measures. For example, Baker and Nelson (2005) 
highlight the role of bricolage leading to higher firm performance, through growth 
opportunities when bricolage is used selectively across domains. Garud and Karnøe 
(2003) also suggest the positive effect of bricolage in creating the dominant design in 
the wind turbine industry. I outline here the three important (and interrelated) 
mechanisms that better explain the positive relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance, commonly described in prior bricolage theorising: (a) speed of 
development; (b) co-creation and (c) innovativeness. 
4.3.2 Speed of Development 
In prior new product development (NPD) literature, speed of development i.e. 
the ability to move quickly from ideas to actual products or solutions (Kessler & 
Bierly, 2002) is an important process that influences firm performance. Several 
authors contend that faster time to market allows firms to establish a competitive 
edge over competitors (Chen et al., 2005), secure favourable market positions (Smith 
& Reinertsen, 1991) and as a result, contribute significantly to firm performance. 
Entrepreneurs that engage in bricolage are typically quick off the mark in being 
able to generating solutions in comparison to firms engaging in more traditional 
resource-seeking behaviours, who engage in more  time- consuming processes of 
attempting to attract new stakeholders (Bhidé & Stevenson, 1999) or investments 
(Brush et al., 2001) into their firms, which creates longer time in the process.  
Through a bias for action, entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage create “momentum” 
(Garud & Karnøe, 2003, p. 277), typically making do with what’s on hand. This 
enables them to experience fewer delays, increasing the speed of development, and 
as a result generate positive firm performance (Banerjee & Campbell, 2009). Such 
actions rely on the broad generalist “jack of all trades” skills (Lazear, 2005) that 
bricoleurs possess (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Lévi-Strauss, 1966) and flexibility in the 




Recent literature in NPD further illustrates increasing interest in research 
evaluating engagement with customers (van Doorn et al., 2010) through the co-
creation activities (Prahalad & Ramaswamy, 2004). This research indicates customer 
collaboration creates multiple benefits for the firm. First, customer involvement 
including active input into design which creates solutions more aligned with 
customer needs (Hoyer et al., 2010), increasing customer retention. A second 
argument suggests collaboration with customers provides access to valuable relevant 
resources at reduced or no cost (Baker & Nelson, 2005). This process reduces the 
overall cost of development, as firms typically don’t pay customers for their 
contributions. 
Bricolage research is beginning to consider the value of co-creation activities 
with customers and its benefits for firm performance (e.g. Salunke et al., 2013). 
Individuals and teams engaged in bricolage actively seek resources and feedback 
(Salunke et al., 2013) from existing customers, extending firm performance. NPD 
literature suggests such collaboration has the potential to positively contribute and 
significantly impact firm performance (Gruner & Homburg, 2000). 
4.3.4 Innovation 
A third mechanism provided in bricolage literature is innovation. Prior 
literature suggests that bricoleurs are more likely to generate innovative solutions 
because of their bias for action leads them to tinker and experiment with existing 
resources in novel ways. Bricoleurs often create unique solutions through a 
permissive and flexible approach to design. Breaking the rules of ascribed social and 
institutional meanings of what resources are and how they are valued allows 
bricoleurs to develop inimitable, idiosyncratic combinations of resources. These 
unique solutions, though often imperfect, enable the firm to temporarily “get by” 
with “good enough” solutions where none previously existed (Gundry et al., 2011). 
These three arguments on the potentially positive effects of applying bricolage 
to overcome resource constraints and lead to the following hypotheses: 
 
 
Hypothesis 1(a): Bricolage has an overall positive effect on the performance of 
nascent firms. That is, firms using more bricolage are more likely to become 
operational. 
Hypothesis 1(b): Bricolage has an overall positive effect on the performance of 






In the following section I outline arguments for the moderating effect of 
environmental dynamism on the relationship between bricolage behaviour and early 
stage firm performance. 
4.4 MODERATING EFFECT OF ENVIRONMENTAL DYNAMISM 
Environmental dynamism refers to the rate of change, absence of pattern and 
unpredictability of the environment (Dess & Beard, 1984). Increasingly dynamic 
environments are defined as ambiguous industry structures with volatile shifts in 
technologies and customer preferences, fluctuations in product demand or supply of 
materials, and nonlinear and unpredictable change (Day & Wensley, 1988; 
Eisenhardt, 1989). Current products and services become obsolete in dynamic 
environments, creating the impetus for novel offerings (Jansen et al., 2006, Sorensen 
& Stuart, 2000). Firms operating in dynamic environments must innovate in the 
midst of the changes and unpredictability is inherent in those environments. 
Firms engaging in bricolage in such contexts may be well placed to address the 
challenges presented by these uncertain environments. I theorise here that 
environmental dynamism enhances the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance, such that firm engaging in higher levels of bricolage will experience 
better firm performance in increasingly dynamic environments. I make these 
arguments based on the ways bricoleurs respond to increasingly dynamic 
environments and how the benefits of bricolage activities (i.e. speed of development, 
co-creation and innovativeness) may be strengthened as a result. 
Baker and Nelson (2005) suggest bricoleurs typically possess broad self-taught 
generalist skills which are often applied flexibly in improvisational actions (Baker et 
al., 2003) leading to a reduction in delays and speed to development where bricoleurs 
can quickly enact bricolage solutions. Increasingly dynamic environments provide 
diverse opportunities for bricoleurs to remain engaged in action, applying their broad 
skill sets to create novel solutions in response to a variety of volatile challenges and 
opportunities,    strengthening    firm    performance.    Flexible    responses    using 




improvisational bricolage actions may also enhance performance in increasingly 
dynamic environments (Miles et al., 2000) as prior research indicates that flexibility 
is more important in dynamic than stable environments (Sanchez, 1995; Priem et al., 
1995). The benefits of speed of development are more pronounced in increasingly 
dynamic markets as bricoleurs quickly respond to shifts in market demand 
(Eisenhardt & Tabrizi, 1995) through improvisational bricolage (Baker et al., 2003). 
Salunke et al. (2013) ascribed the benefits of collaborating with existing 
customers through acts of bricolage. Hoyer et al. (2010) also recommended such 
actions lead to increased customer satisfaction and customer loyalty (Ries & Trout, 
1986). In contexts of increasing environmental dynamism, collaboration with 
existing customers may reduce some of the complexity and resource demands 
typically associated with attempting to serve multiple new markets by retaining 
existing customers. 
Simply by focusing on existing customers, bricoleurs don’t spread themselves 
to thin, or get lost within the flux of opportunities and challenges, enhancing firm 
performance. Further, customers who are collaborating with early stage firms may be 
more willing to accept and tolerate the often imperfect solutions generated through 
bricolage by attributing the barely “good enough” solution to the environmental 
uncertainty. Although these solutions generated through making do are imperfect or 
unusual, they appear to get the job done, albeit temporarily where none previously 
existed (Gundry et al., 2011), strengthening firm performance. 
Research suggests bricoleurs also possess a permissive disdain for the ascribed 
rules of design and the common social meanings for resources within environments, 
often scavenging junk, disused objects and tools commonly less valued by others 
operating within an industry (Baker & Nelson, 2005). As a consequence of building 
troves that hold unique resources bricoleurs have the ability to create idiosyncratic 
solutions with the resources on hand. In dynamic environments, the rules relating to 
resources and their values are more flexible, as markets reconfigure in unexpected 
ways. This provides improved and different types of opportunities to scavenge 
different and valuable resources, to create additional innovative solutions, which 
strengthens the relationship between bricolage and firm performance. 
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Customers in increasingly dynamic environments tend to celebrate and seek 
innovations, and are more willing to try new offerings in comparison to more stable 
environments, which strengthen the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance. Based on these arguments I therefore hypothesise: 
Hypothesis 3(a): Environmental dynamism positively moderates the 
relationship between bricolage and the performance of nascent firms. That is, the 
more dynamic the environment, the greater the likelihood that firm using more 
bricolage are operational. 
Hypothesis 3(b): Environmental dynamism positively moderates the 
relationship between bricolage and the performance of nascent firms. That is, the 












Figure 4.1 illustrates the conceptual framework used in this chapter. 
 





Environmental Dynamism (+) 
 
Bricolage  
Early Stage Venture Performance: 
Nascent Firm:  Firm Emergence 
(Operational vs. Persistence) 
(Persistence vs. Discontinued)  
Young Firm: Sales  
 
Hypothesis 3(a): Environmental dynamism positively moderates the relationship 
between bricolage and the performance of nascent firms. That is, the more 
dynamic the environment, the greater the likelihood that firm using more 
bricolage are operational. 
Hypothesis 3(b): Environmental dynamism positively moderates the relationship 
between bricolage and the performance of nascent firms. That is, the more 
dynamic the environment there is less likelihood that firm using more bricolage 
will terminate. 
Hypothesis 4: Environmental dynamism moderates the relationship between 
bricolage and firm venture emergence; specifically, the more dynamic the 
environment, the greater the positive relationship between bricolage and young 





(+) signifies expected positive influence of dynamism 
4.5 METHODS 
4.5.1 Sample and Data 
The  data  for  this  research  were  drawn  from  the  CAUSEE  project,  a  4-
wave longitudinal study which examined firm emergence, administered through 
telephone surveys (Davidsson et al., 2011). Chapter 3 (“Methods”) further explains 
the approach and sampling techniques for the CAUSEE project. The analysis in this 
chapter uses both the randomly selected nascent firm sample (493 NF cases) and the 
young firm sample (353 YF cases)
58
. See Appendix 4.1 and 4.2 for sample 
descriptions. 
As CAUSEE is a longitudinal survey, it enables us to study firm development 
over time. I use Wave 2 (W2) and Wave 3 (W3) data for the dependent variables in 
all hypothesis testing. I time-separate the independent variable Wave 1 (W1), 
bricolage, from the dependent variables i.e. nascent firm venture emergence: 
(operational vs. remaining in the process, remaining in the process vs. termination, 
operational vs. termination) and young firm (sales revenue). Additional robustness 
tests were conducted with both samples. Appendix 4.3 provides a review of the 
hypothesis and illustrates these robustness tests. 
4.5.2 Measures 
Independent Variable:  Bricolage  
I use the bricolage instrument developed in the CAUSEE study to measure 
bricolage (Senyard et al., 2014). The questions were designed to tap into the 
entrepreneurial bricolage definition in Baker and Nelson (2005, p. 333): “making do 
by applying combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and 
opportunities.” The items use a 5-point response scale ranging from 1: never to 5: 
always, rather than levels of agreement in order to reflect the behavioural nature of 
the phenomenon. Reliability testing indicates that the scale has is good reliability.
59
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 Initially the wave 1 sample was 625 nascents, and 559 young firms.  The revised sample size 
illustrates firm attrition over the waves of data.  Refer to attrition rates table provided in Appendix 3.1   
59
 Cronbach = .821 (NF); Cronbach =.829 (YF) in these tests. Further evidence across other samples 
and waves are provided in Chapter 3 Methods 
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The reader is referred to Chapter 3 (“Methods”) for further discussion of the 
bricolage measure. 
 
Moderator Variable:  Environmental Dynamism 
To create this variable, time (2004–2007) commencing from quarter 2 April 
2004 was entered as independent variables and quarterly sales as dependent variables 
for each industry category according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics ANZSIC 
code. Next, the standard errors of the regression coefficients were divided by the 
mean sales values of the 3 years. 
Controls 
The result was used as the measure of industry-level environmental dynamism 
in the CAUSEE study, and reflects the extent to which sales were dynamic (i.e., 
changing) in each industry. This measurement approach has been used in 
several previous studies
60
 (e.g. Baron& Tang, 2011; Boyd, 1995; Hmieleski & 
Baron, 2009). The environmental dynamism variable range was 0-1 with the mean 
of .032, indicating moderate-low levels of change in average quarterly sales 
volumes across industries.  Appendix 4.1 provides a chart illustrating variability 
across services. 
I apply three categories of control variables in early stage firms. The first 
category aims to capture the overall level of resources available to the firm. The 
resources in this category are common to both the nascent and the young firm 
samples and include money invested into the firm via loans (log), employees 
(presence or absence), teams (or solo) and number of members in the team. 
Past performance may have a strong influence on the following years and will 
also influence resource availability (Bradley et al., 2011). Therefore, I control for 
two indicators of past performance. For the nascent firms, I control for the number of 
gestation activities completed in Wave 1, and for the young firms, I control for sales 
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 This measure has been published in the Journal of Business Venturing (Baron & Tang, 2011) and 
the earlier cite of Boyd (1995) has over 600 citations. I acknowledge here that alternate measures of 
dynamism are used in the literature such as dynamism in employment, in technology, and in the level 





from the year immediately preceding the measurement of firm sales (e.g., I use Wave 
1 sales as a control for Wave 2 sales, Wave 2 sales as a control for Wave 3 sales). 
The second group of control variables aims to capture some of the 
heterogeneity in resources. Prior research highlights the ways human capital 
literature has an influence on resource processes (Brush et al., 2001; Brush et al., 
2008), the stage of the firm (Brüderl et al., 1992; Rotefoss & Kolvereid, 2005; Unger 
et al., 2011) and its survival (Bosma et al., 2004; Brüderl et al., 1992; Cooper et al., 
1994; Stuart & Abetti, 1990), and on decreasing the likelihood of the entrepreneur’s 
exit from the business (Gimeno et al., 1997). I also measure human capital (Reynolds 
et al., 2005) through education (number of owners with university degrees), prior 
entrepreneurial experience (number of previous start-up attempts) (Reynolds et al., 
2005), management experience (number of years) (Vesper, 1990) and a 
product/service variable (dummy). 
The third and final group of control variables relates to other influences. 
These include innovativeness and whether the firm considers itself to be high-tech, 
as prior research indicates that a higher level of innovativeness increases the 
resource requirements (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2006). The “other influences” also 
include growth intention (measured as expected revenue in the next 12 months) 
(Stewart & Roth, 1991), and service (versus product), as well as gender of 
entrepreneur (Beckwith et al., 2006). 
Performance:  Nascent Firms 
For the nascent sample, I use a measure of the venture emergence. Prior 
research suggests, however, that measurement of venture emergence in nascent firms 
is problematic as firm outcomes are challenging to define (Davidsson, 2008), and 
there is a lack of consensus in the entrepreneurship literature. Some research has 
considered the stage of a venture through self-reported measures of the firm being 
operational, persisting, or terminated, and other research has used a dichotomous 
self-reported measure of either persisting or terminated (cf. Davidsson & Gordon, 
2012 for a review). 
In this study I use the stage-of-firm variable generated for the CAUSEE survey 
reaching operational stage (a firm has maintained consistent sales in the market for at 
least six of the past twelve months), persisting (evidence the start-up effort has 
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completed some gestational activities yet these activities have not led to sufficient 
revenues for the firm to be classified as operational or terminated (firm has been 
abandoned; where the firm no longer is trading regularly and the entrepreneur or 
others that had been involved are no longer working in the firm).(Davidsson & 
Gordon, 2012; Gordon, 2012).Refer Appendix 4.2 for a list of Gestational Activities 
used in CAUSEE. 
Performance:  Young Firms 
Given that performance has been measured in various ways in new firms 
(Cameron & Whetton, 1983), there is little agreement in the literature regarding 
appropriate performance variables for new firm research (Bamford et al., 2000; 
Brush & Vanderwerf, 1992).  
I use sales as the measure for growth for the following reasons. First, sales is 
one of the most commonly used measure in growth studies and is considered more 
objective than market share and subjective assessments of growth (Ardishvili et al. 
1998; Delmar & Wiklund, 2008; Hoy et al., 1992). Second, it is relatively easily 
accessible, and is relatively insensitive to capital intensity (unlike total asset value, 
another outcome variable used to assess performance). Third, Davidsson & Wiklund 
(2001) argue that sales are a highly suitable indicator across different 
conceptualizations of the firm. Fourth, sales frequently occur early in the process 
relative to other outcome variables (e.g. employment) (Carter et al., 1996). Lastly, 
Barkham et al. (1996) also suggest sales is the preferred measure of growth for 
entrepreneurs. Environmental dynamics and volatility are more likely to be 
uncovered through the use of sales as a measure as it changes more rapidly to market 
demands than other measures (e.g. employment). I use wave 2 and wave 3 absolute 
sales (log) as performance measures. 
4.6 ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES 
I employ various techniques in this analysis and I do this across both wave 2 
and wave 3 data. First, I formally test Hypothesis 1 (a) and (b) and 3 (a) and (b) 
using moderated binary logistic models to test comparisons of the dependent 
variables i.e. operational versus persist, persist versus terminate in wave 2.  
Binomial logistic regression estimates the probability of an event happening 
which, in this case evaluates the odds of bricoleurs being operational versus 
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persisting and the odds of bricoleurs persisting versus terminating
61
. It then tests the 
moderating influence of environmental dynamism. Four binomial regression models 
were run to test the hypotheses in the nascent firm analysis. Model 1 includes only 
the control variables, Model 2 contains the predictor variable (bricolage), Model 3 
adds the moderator to the predictor and control variables, and the final model, Model 
4, also includes the interaction term. In assessing the overall appropriateness of the 
model as well as the individual variables and their significance, I followed the 
process outlined in Hosmer and Lemeshow (2000). 
Using the model chi-square test, I assessed the goodness of fit. A model’s chi-
square is the difference between the -2LL (minus two times the log likelihood of the 
model) of the fitted model and the -2LL of the null hypothesis model. I also report 
the Nagelkerke-statistic, which specifies the variance explained by my models as 
well as the overall rate of correct classification by the models. In order to test 
whether the addition of the predictor, moderator, and interaction variables led to a 
significant improvement of the model, I examined the block chi-square test. This 
indicates the difference between the -2LL of the full model and that of the prior 
model. For example, the block chi-square test for the predictor (bricolage) is assessed 
as the difference between the -2LL of Model 2 and that of the control model (Model 
1). I then repeat this analysis using wave 3 data. 
For hypothesis 2 and 4, I used moderated hierarchical regression analysis. The 
independent variable and interactions were mean-centred prior to the formation of 
interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991).I analyse both wave 2 and wave 3 data in 
these tests.  Appendix 4.3 and 4.4 provide the means, standard deviations and 
correlations for both the nascent and the young firm samples of the variables under 
analysis. 
4.7 RESULTS  
Prior results generated from the largely inductive theorising of bricolage and 
firm performance indicate a lack of agreement in the research. Some suggest 
bricolage can create brilliant unforeseen results (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 18) whilst 
others argue the solutions are typically fleeting, prone to failure and incomplete 
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 I also provide the results of operating versus terminating although it is not specifically hypothesised 
in this chapter. 
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(Chao, 1999; Lanzara, 1999). Assessments of performance have typically assessed 
bricolage and innovation, with very limited research studying other types of 
performance outcome variables (e.g. future growth Baker & Nelson, 2005, “success” 
Stinchfield et al., 2013). To the best of my knowledge, bricolage has not been tested 
with common entrepreneurship performance measures of stage of venture 
(Davidsson & Gordon, 2012) for the nascents or sales (Carter et al., 1996) in recently 
established firms. The results of these tests and tests of environmental dynamism 
now follow. 
4.7.1 Nascent and Firm Performance 
On balance, the nascent firm wave 2 results (Table 4.1) indicate that increasing 
levels of bricolage behaviours increases the odds the firm will persist (i.e. they 
remain in the process versus becoming operational or terminating). Hypothesis 1(a) 
predicted that bricoleurs would be more likely to become operational when compared 
with the stage of firm measures of persistence.  I find a statistically weak but 
significant relationship (β = -.050, p< 0.05) but the results indicate no directional 
support for Hypothesis 1(a) (Table 4.1). Rather, the results indicate the opposite: that 
bricoleurs are more likely to persist and remain in the process of firm creation versus 
becoming operational. Hypothesis 1(b) predicted that bricoleurs would be more 
likely to persist than terminate. I find support for this hypothesis: for every single-
unit increase in the bricolage score, we expect that generally, controlling for the other 
variables in the model, a 1.066 increase in the log odds of persisting rather than 
terminating (β = .064, p < 0.05). Table 4.2 provides the results. Test of comparing 
the likelihood of becoming operational vs termination indicate no significant results 
(Table 4.3). 
Wave 3 test results do not reveal a statistically significant relationship between 
bricolage and venture emergence in the binomial logistic regression tests that were 
conducted (Tables 4.4, 4.5, 4.6). 
4.7.2 Young and Firm Performance 
For the young firms, the results reveal find no statistically significant 
relationship between bricolage and sales in wave 2 (Table 4.7). In wave 3, the results 
indicate a statistically significant weak relationship between bricolage and early 
stage firm performance (sales) in wave 3 sales (β = .018, p < 0.05), providing support 
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for hypothesis 2. Higher use of bricolage in young firms led to higher sales in wave 3 
(Table 4.8). 
4.7.3 Environmental Dynamism Moderation Results 
Nascent Firms, Wave 2, Wave 3 
 
Hypothesis 3(a) and Hypothesis 3(b) predicted that environmental dynamism 
would strengthen the relationship between bricolage and firm emergence, and the 
results indicate a positive, yet not statistically significant relationship, in either wave 
2 or wave 3. 
Young Firms, Wave 2, Wave 3 
 
Wave 2 the results indicate that contrary to my theorising, environmental 
dynamism has a negative moderation sign on the relationship between bricolage and 
firm performance, but it is not statistically significant. In wave 3 the moderation tests 
reveal a negative statistically significant small moderation effect (β = -.758, p < 
0.05), providing no directional support for Hypothesis 4. These results are illustrated 
in Table 4.8. Figure 4.2 graphs the moderation:  dynamic environments have a 
significant negative effect on the relationship between bricolage and young firm 
sales. Thus the effect of bricolage on venture performance (sales) becomes 
significantly stronger if firms operate in more stable environments. 
4.8 DISCUSSION 
This chapter empirically examined the relationship between bricolage and early 
stage firm performance and assessed the contingency effect of environmental 
dynamism and its impact on nascent and young firms. It examined the effect of 
bricolage on venture emergence in nascent firms. Overall, the results suggest 
bricolage increases the log odds of persistence versus becoming operational or 
termination
62
. That is, bricolage enables entrepreneurs to remain in the process, but 
does not help them to get operational.  
This extends previous research on bricolage (Baker, 2007; Powell, 2011, 
Powell & Baker, 2014) by being the first study to empirically test bricolage as a tool 
of resilience in nascent firms. The results indicate bricolage assists nascent firms to 
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 Using wave 2 data. 
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remain tenacious despite the challenges they face. Subsequent tests explored the 
contingent effect of dynamism on the relationship between bricolage and firm 
emergence. I found a positive but not significant relationship in nascent firms. These 
non-significant results may not be surprising, given nascents typically are still in the 
process of completing gestational activities, and may not yet have fully entered the 
market. 
The young firm results indicate that bricolage has a positive effect on wave 3 
sales. This result is contradictory to the research of Stinchfield et al (2013)
63
. These 
overall results are supportive of the general theoretical thrust of prior theory about 
bricolage, which suggest that because most new organisations are resource-
constrained in important ways, resourceful behaviors – including bricolage – are 
likely to be play a key role in shaping entrepreneurial outcomes. 
The empirical tests evaluating environmental dynamism reveal unexpectedly, 
small negative moderating effect dynamism on the bricolage–sales relationship using 
wave 3 data. This finding highlight that environmental dynamism is complex and 
other factors may influence the relationship between bricolage and sales 
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 These results were generated using case research of 2 firms that were much older (i.e. 14+ years). 




Table 4.1 Effect of Bricolage on Nascent Firm Performance with Environmental Dynamism as Moderator  































Gestation 0.091*** (.026) 11.807 1.094 .090*** (.027) 11.435 1.094 .090*** (.026) 11.698 .916 .088*** (.026) 11.752 .916 
Financial Investment (Log) -0.057 (.117) 0.235 .961 -.040 (.120) .110 .961 -.040 (.080) .476 .946 .054 (.080) .457 .947 
Services/Products Dummy -0.625* (.274) 5.200 .534 -.626** (.276) 5.159 .534 -.615** (.290) 5.194 1.935 -.667** (.291) 5.264 1.948 
Gender -0.181 (.279) 0.420 .807 -.215 (.282) .583 .807 -.220 (.292) .737 1.285 -.246 (.292) .708 1.279 
Education Level -0.025** (.009) 7.291 .975 -.026*** (.009) 7.729 .975 -.026** (.010) 6.633 1.025 -.025** (.010) 6.715 1.026 
Business Exp 0.007 (.026) 0.065 1.009 .009 (.026) .112 1.009 .009 (.027) .689 .978 .023 (.027) .689 .977 
General Manage.Exp -0.012 (.011) 1.212 .990 -.010 (.011) .816 .990 -.009 (.012) 1.390 1.014 -.014 (.012) 1.413 1.014 
High Tech 0.573 (.294) 3.794 1.705 .534 (.297) 3.222 1.705 .552 (.312) 2.334 .621 .473 (.313) 2.288 .623 
Innovativeness -0.161* (.057) 8.096 .865 -.145* (.058) 6.376 .865 -.146* (.062) 4.504 1.142 -.134* (.063) 4.587 1.144 
Fut. Expectation Rev .000 (.000) 0.376 1.000 .000 (.000) .485 1.000 .000 (.000) .343 1.000 -.000 (.000) .349 1.000 
Serial 0.352 (.670) 0.277 1.456 .376 (.677) .307 1.456 .383 (.711) .773 .535 .620 (.712) .756 .538 
Team -0.209 (.304) 0.473 .840 -.174 (.306) .322 .840 -.174 (.443) 1.658 1.768 -.574 (.443) 1.682 1.776 
Team Size -0.073 (.072) 1.040 .930 -.073 (.071) 1.054 .930 -.072 (.221) 2.297 1.397 -.338 (.221) 2.340 1.402 








































Dynamism         .0.16 (3.575) .030 .536 .220 (3.787) .003 .803 
Moderating Effect                 
Bricolage x Dynamism             .277 (.896) .096 .758 
 
Constant .042 (.871) -.091 (.882) .209 (1.018) .229 (1.020) 
Model Chi-Squared [d.f.] 65.251*** [14] 68.766*** [15] 68.983*** [16] 66.715 [17] 
Block Chi-Squared [d.f]   3.515† [1] .217 [1] .096 [1] 
Nagelkerke R2 .262  .275  .289  .286  
% Correct Predictions 71.6  70.3  70.3  69.9  
Entries represent unstandardized regression coefficients †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two- tailed), with directional hypothesis entries (one tailed). 
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Table 4.2 Effect of Bricolage on Nascent Firm Performance with Environmental Dynamism as Moderator  




Table 4.3 Effect of Bricolage on Nascent Firm Performance with Environmental Dynamism as Moderator 




Constant -1.418 (.909) -1.320 (.920) -1.357 (.926) -1.203 .937 
Model Chi-Squared [d.f.] 83.202*** [15] 83.721*** [16] 83.860*** [16] 86.160 [17] 
Block Chi-Squared [d.f]   .519 [1] .139 [1] 2.300 [1] 
Nagelkerke R2 .246  .336  .337  .345  
% Correct Predictions 75.3  75.9  75.9  76.3  
 






























St.Err   Wald 
 
Exp( β) 
Gestation .127*** (.029) 18.501 1.135 .126*** (.029) 18.234 1.134 .126*** (.029) 18.187 1.134 .125*** (.030) 17.751 1.133 
Financial Investment (Log) .153 (.115) 1.779 1.165 .155 (.115) 1.816 1.167 .155 (.115) 1.809 1.167 .148 (.116) 1.644 1.160 
Services/Products Dummy -.605* (.288) 4.424 .546 -.595* (.288) 4.268 .551 -.573* (.295) 3.774 .564 -.560† (.295) 3.603 .571 
Gender -.266 (.287) .862 .766 -.264 (.287) .844 .768 -.267 (.287) .867 .765 -.297 (.289) 1.055 .743 
Education Level -.014 (.010) 1.939 .986 -.014 (.010) 1.999 .986 -.014 (.010) 2.066 .986 -.013 (.010) 1.667 .987 
Business Exp -.002 (.027) .004 .998 -.005 (.027) .029 .995 -.004 (.027) .021 .996 -.008 (.027) .083 .992 
General Manage.Exp -.005 (.012) .177 .995 -.006 (.012) .258 .994 -.006 (.012) .232 .994 -.004 (.012) .100 .996 
High Tech -.053 (.333) .025 .948 -.042 (.334) .016 .959 -.020 (.339) .003 .981 -.053 (.344) .024 .948 
Innovativeness -.043 (.065) .436 .958 -.048 (.065) .543 .953 -.048 (.065) .556 .953 -.053 (.065) .658 .948 
Fut. Expectation Rev .000 (.000) .238 1.000 .000 (.000) .232 1.000 .000 (.000) .234 1.000 .000 (.000) .237 1.000 
Serial .342 (.682) .252 1.408 .298 (.686) .189 1.347 .320 (.688) .216 1.378 .187 (.699) .072 1.206 
Team -.123 (.333) .137 .884 -.127 (.333) .146 .880 -.134 (.333) .161 .875 -.126 (.333) .143 .882 
Team Size -.103 (.098) 1.116 .902 -.102 (.097) 1.103 .903 -.101 (.096) 1.106 .904 -.095 (.094) 1.010 .910 
Employee 1.386* (.676) 4.212 4.002 1.397* (.676) 4.267 4.042 1.394* (.676) 4.248 4.031 1.326* (.680) 3.799 3.764 
 
Direct Effect                 
Bricolage     .020 (.028) .515 1.020 .020 (.028) .529 1.021 .030 (.030) .988 1.031 
Dynamism         1.436 (3.875) .137 4.204 3.051 (4.421) .476 21.138 
Moderating Effect                 
Bricolage x Dynamism             1.765 (1.406) 1.577 5.842 
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Table 4.4 Effect of Bricolage on Nascent Firm Performance with Environmental Dynamism as Moderator  





































Gestation .003 (.029) .009 1.003 .005 (.029) .025 1.005 .010 (.030) .117 1.010 .010 (.030) .123 1.011 
Financial Investment 
(Log) 
.107 (.089) 1.45 1.113 .103 (.089) 1.322 1.108 .081 (.091) .793 1.084 .082 (.091) .816 1.086 
Services/Products 
Dummy 
.600 (.374) 2.57 1.822 .602 (.374) 2.595 1.826 .557 (.377) 2.185 1.746 .566 (.380) 2.220 1.762 
Gender .814
**
 (.337) 5.83 2.256 .821
**
 (.337) 5.921 2.272 .845
**
 (.341) 6.126 2.327 .844
**
 (.341) 6.117 2.325 
Education Level .002 (.011) .036 1.002 .001 (.011) .013 1.001 .002 (.011) .029 1.002 .002 (.011) .031 1.002 
Business Exp -.046 (.031) 2.14 .955 -.045 (.031) 2.027 .956 -.051 (.032) 2.566 .950 -.052 (.032) 2.597 .950 
General Manage.Exp .003 (.014) .045 1.003 .004 (.014) .086 1.004 .002 (.014) .014 1.002 .002 (.014) .012 1.002 
High Tech -.047 (.358) .018 .954 -.073 (.361) .041 .929 -.154 (.369) .174 .858 -.142 (.373) .145 .867 
Innovativeness .105 (.074) 2.04 1.111 .109 (.074) 2.185 1.116 .099 (.075) 1.722 1.104 .100 (.076) 1.752 1.105 
Fut. Expectation Rev .000 (.000) 1.09 1.000 .000 (.000) 1.074 1.000 .000 (.000) 1.150 1.000 .000 (.000) 1.157 1.000 
Serial -.863 (.815) 1.12 .422 -.850 (.814) 1.091 .428 -1.006 (.825) 1.489 .366 -1.013 (.826) 1.505 .363 
Team 1.936
***
 (.532) 13.2 6.928 1.942
***
 (.534) 13.24 6.973 1.975
***
 (.536) 13.575 7.208 1.982
***
 (.538) 13.57 7.259 
Team Size .550
*
 (.253) 4.71 1.733 .551
*
 (.254) 4.710 1.734 .552
*
 (.255) 4.700 1.737 .556
*
 (.256) 4.717 1.744 
Employee -.592 (.549) 1.16 .553 -.605 (.552) 1.204 .546 -.632 (.554) 1.300 .532 -.634 (.554) 1.308 .531 
 
Direct Effect  
Bricolage     -.020 .033 .376 .980 -.018 (.033) .316 .982 -.020 (.034) .347 .980 
Dynamism         -7.240 (5.225) 1.920 .001 -6.877 (5.529) 1.547 .001 
Moderating Effect                 




















Model Chi-Squared [d.f.] 27.069 [14] 27.445 [15] 29.450 [16] 29.489 [17] 
Block Chi-Squared [d.f]   .376 [1] 2.004 1 .039 1 
Nagelkerke R2 .182  .184  .196  .197  
% Correct Predictions 64.9  65.9  65.4  65.4  
 
Entries represent unstandardized regression coefficients. †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two- tailed), with directional hypothesis entries (one tailed). 
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Table 4.5 Effect of Bricolage on Nascent Firm Performance with Environmental Dynamism as Moderator  




































 (.036) 5.09 1.086 .082
*
 (9.037) 5.051 1.086 .089
**
 (.037) 5.745 1.093 .089
**
 (.037) 5.752 1.093 
Financial Investment (Log) .104 (.119) .762 1.110 .107 (.121) .792 1.113 .083 (.128) .425 1.087 .084 (.128) .429 1.088 
Services/Products Dummy -.406 (.433) .878 .666 -.347 (.436) .634 .707 -.630 (.465) 1.837 .532 -.627 (.467) 1.801 .534 
Gender .397 (.428) .859 1.487 .364 (.431) .713 1.439 .535 (.448) 1.426 1.707 .534 (.448) 1.423 1.706 
Education Level .027† (.015) 3.31 1.027 .026† (.015) 3.080 1.026 .027† (.015) 3.222 1.028 .028† (.015) 3.223 1.028 
Business Exp -.069† (.041) 2.84 .933 -.065 (.041) 2.518 .937 -.070† (.043) 2.731 .932 -.071† (.043) 2.737 .932 
General Manage.Exp .006 (.017) .113 1.006 .010 (.017) .336 1.010 -.005 (.018) .068 .995 -.005 (.018) .067 .995 
High Tech -.733 (.481) 2.32 .480 -.837† (.494) 2.868 .433 -1.165* (.538) 4.690 .312 -1.175* (.559) 4.424 .309 
Innovativeness .081 (.090) .802 1.084 .103 (.092) 1.243 1.108 .122 (.096) 1.616 1.129 .121 (.096) 1.607 1.129 
Fut. Expectation Rev .000 (.000) 1.51 1.000 .000 (.000) 1.518 1.000 .000 (.000) 1.363 1.000 .000 (.000) 1.370 1.000 
Serial -1.229 (1.068) 1.32 .293 -1.079 (1.070) 1.017 .340 -1.150 (1.110) 1.073 .317 -1.155 (1.112) 1.080 .315 
Team 1.353† (.733) 3.40 3.871 1.409† (.749) 3.544 4.092 1.556* (.792) 3.860 4.739 1.558* (.793) 3.857 4.748 
Team Size .532 (.385) 1.91 1.702 .550 (.386) 2.031 1.734 .634 (.418) 2.304 1.885 .635 (.418) 2.304 1.887 
Employee -.397 (.706) .315 .673 -.401 (.720) .310 .670 -.475 (.745) .406 .622 -.479 (.748) .410 .619 
 
Direct Effect                 
Bricolage     -.064 (.047) 1.845 .938 -.060 (.049) 1.478 .942 -.060 (.049) 1.466 .942 
Dynamism         -16.327*** (6.087) 7.195 .000 -16.455** (6.370) 6.673 .000 
Moderating Effect                 


















(1.759)   
Model Chi-Squared [d.f.] 23.454† [14]   25.347* [15]   33.091* [16]   33.095** [17]   
Block Chi-Squared [d.f]     1.893 1   7.744 1   .005 1   
Nagelkerke R2 .216    .232    .294    .294    
% Correct Predictions 71.4    70.7    72.9    72.9    
 
Entries represent unstandardized regression coefficients. †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two- tailed), with directional hypothesis entries (one tailed). 
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Table 4.6 Effect of Bricolage on Nascent Firm Performance with Environmental Dynamism as Moderator 




































 (.041) 10.5 1.142 .132
***
 (.041) 10.46 1.086 .134
***
 (.041) 10.687 1.144 .135
***
 (.041) 10.63 1.144 
Financial Investment (Log) .020 (.152) .017 1.020 .024 (.152) .024 1.113 .021 (.154) .019 1.021 .036 (.155) .053 1.036 
Services/Products Dummy -.789
*
 (.373) 4.47 .454 -.786
*
 (.373) 4.431 .707 -.909
*
 (.385) 5.591 .403 -.919
*
 (.385) 5.692 .399 
Gender -.026 (.369) .005 .974 -.035 (.370) .009 1.439 .053 (.375) .020 1.054 .057 (.376) .023 1.059 
Education Level .020 (.013) 2.43 1.021 .020 (.013) 2.434 1.026 .021 (.013) 2.461 1.021 .021 (.013) 2.388 1.021 
Business Exp -.017 (.035) .228 .984 -.015 (.035) .193 .937 -.015 (.035) .179 .985 -.014 (.035) .168 .986 
General Manage.Exp .001 (.015) .003 1.001 .001 (.015) .008 1.010 -.004 (.015) .074 .996 -.004 (.016) .083 .996 
High Tech .119 (.397) .090 1.127 .101 (.400) .064 .433 -.079 (.418) .035 .924 -.008 (.425) .000 .992 
Innovativeness -.039 (.080) .236 .962 -.033 (.081) .171 1.108 -.026 (.082) .104 .974 -.021 (.082) .063 .979 
Fut. Expectation Rev .000 (.000) .214 1.000 .000 (.000) .231 1.000 .000 (.000) .223 1.000 .000 (.000) .228 1.000 
Serial -.290 (.894) .105 .748 -.282 (.897) .099 .340 -.243 (.896) .074 .784 -.228 (.899) .064 .796 
Team -.250 (.541) .214 .779 -.225 (.543) .172 4.092 -.160 (.566) .080 .852 -.163 (.566) .083 .849 
Team Size .132 (.314) .178 1.142 .139 (.313) .198 1.734 .170 (.335) .258 1.185 .152 (.335) .208 1.165 
Employee -.055 (.613) .008 .946 -.054 (.613) .008 .670 -.087 (.618) .020 .917 -.072 (.619) .014 .930 
 
Direct Effect                 
Bricolage     -.016 (.037) .195 .984 -.017 (.037) .197 .984 -.020 (.038) .294 .980 
Dynamism         -8.911† (4.721) 3.563 .000 -8.157† (4.808) 2.878 .000 
Moderating Effect                 


















(1.409)   
Model Chi-Squared [d.f.] 30.950† [14]   31.145* [15]   34.736* [16]   33.399** [17]   
Block Chi-Squared [d.f]     .196 1   .665 1   .655 1   
Nagelkerke R2 .209    .210    .37    .237    
% Correct Predictions 74.0    75.0    76.0    76.0    
Entries represent unstandardized regression coefficients. †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two- tailed), with directional hypothesis entries (one tailed). 
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Table 4.7 Effect of Bricolage on Young Firm Performance with Environmental 
Dynamism as Moderator Wave 2 (n=291) 
 






































Services/Product Dummy .070 (.117) .064 (.118) .072 (.120) .071 (.120) 
Education Level .020 (.003) .028 (.004) .033 (.004) .032 (.004) 
Business Exp .000 (.010) -.012 (.010) -.014 (.010) -.019 (.010) 
General Manage.Exp .057 (.004) .051 (.004) .049 (.004) .048 (.004) 
High Tech .009 (.117) .006 (.118) .013 (.119) .017 (.119) 
Gender .005 (.105) .003 (.105) .004 (.105) .003 (.105) 










Serial -.041 (.244) -.034 (.245) -.035 (.245) -.030 (.245) 
Team .079 (.187) .073 (.187) .071 (.187) .062 (.188) 











Direct Effect         
Bricolage   .054 (.010) .056 (.010) .050 (.010) 
Dynamism     -.047 (1.637) -.037 (1.813) 
Moderating Effect         
Bricolage x Dynamism 











R2 (Adj.)  .340  .304  .304  .304 
Change R2  .340  .003  .004  .003 
Entries represent standardized regression coefficients. †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 
(two-tailed), with directional hypothesis entries (one tailed). 
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Table 4.8 Effect of Bricolage on Young Firm Performance with Environmental 
Dynamism as Moderator Wave 3 (n=247) 
 
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3  Model 4  
Years Active -.023 (.047) -.019 (.046) -.021 (.046) -.012 (.046) 









Prior Sales (W2) -.086 (.000) -.086 (.000) -.080 (.000) -.099 (.000) 
Services/Product Dummy -.020 (.116) -.031 (.117) -.024 (.118) -.024 (.117) 
Education Level .010 (.004) .024 (.004) .029 (.004) .024 (.004) 
Business Exp -.031 (.010) -.058 (.010) -.057 (.010) -.061 (.010) 
General Manage.Exp .021 (.004) .011 (.004) .008 (.004) .002 (.004) 
High Tech .079 (.119) .074 (.119) .081 (.120) .091 (.120) 
Gender .032 (.105) .031 (.104) .034 (.105) .033 (.104) 






 (.000) .400* (.000) 





Serial .061 (.252) .074 (.251) .070 (.252) .072 (.250) 





















        
Bricolage   .100* (.010) .103* (.010) .094* (.010) 
Dynamism     -.050 (1.637) -.034 (1.813) 
Moderating Effect         











R2 (Adj.)  .331  .338  .337  .347 
Change R2    .009  .002  .012 
Entries represent standardized regression coefficients. †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 
(two-tailed), with directional hypothesis entries (one tailed). 
 
It could well be that dynamic conditions exacerbate inefficient reworkings of 
resources that create a “perfect storm” for early stage firms using bricolage in that 
the challenges are far too numerous, making it difficult to complete activities despite 
intentions or attempts at bricolage. The varying multiple challenges may require 
resources beyond those on hand, thus stretching the trove of resources to its limits (or 
potentially beyond its limits) which will create delays in resource combination 
attempts (Uzzell, 1990) or limit the potential services created through combinations 
(Penrose, 1959). Increasingly dynamic environments may require either a larger 
trove of resources or a trove with greater scope, which is problematic for early stage 
firms which are typically still in the process of establishing a resource trove. 
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Another potential mechanism which may explain the negative moderation 
effect is that firms may attempt to pursue too many opportunities using bricolage. 
Such behaviours create a lack of focus as bricoleurs who are alert to opportunities 
chase one opportunity after another as they emerge and then quickly vanish in 
shifting markets. Constant tinkering and experimentation from trying to build 
solutions for these opportunities may result in a misallocation of financial and human 
resources (Ciborra, 2002; March, 1991; March & Simon, 1958) which early stage 
firms already dealing with tight resource constraints can ill afford.  
Applying resources through bricolage to multiple opportunities which quickly 
change may also create distracted attempts in resource selection, choice, and 
combinations (Ireland & Webb, 2007), which may then result in increased costs 
(Gallo & Gardiner, 2007) and further market confusion. 
Dynamic markets may also provide challenges which are too multifaceted and 
complex as the markets move in unexpected ways. For an early stage firm, these 
resource requirements are problematic since the firm may have already consumed 
most of the limited resources in the trove to develop its initial market offering. As a 
result of these multiple and complex challenges, and the limitations of the resources 
on hand to create viable services (Penrose, 1959) bricoleurs must devote more time 
to scavenging resources or gathering resources via network bricolage (Baker et al., 
2003), and there may also be delays as they wait for resources to become available or 
as they attempt to integrate them into their resource trove. As the market continues to 
shift, bricoleurs may find themselves constantly attempting to scavenge and pick up 
unused objects and tools which may be irrelevant by the time they are ready to be 
combined and used. 
Co-creation with existing customers in dynamic markets was theorised to 
reduce the volatility of the market and provide customers who were more tolerant of 
the “good enough” (Gundry et al., 2011, p. 4) bricolage solutions enhancing early 
stage firm performance. However, further dimensions regarding the relationship with 
customers and the outcome generated (sales) may minimise these benefits. 
One explanation on the limitations of co-creation in dynamic environments is 
the bricolage solution may be overly specialised, and unexpectedly create firm and/or 
resource costs that were not initially envisaged or imagined (be it financial costs, 
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delays, or excessive over consumption of resources). These solutions may be difficult 
to maintain (e.g. the solution is not sustainable long term Baker & Nelson, 2005). 
Another (more likely) explanation is the firm’s inability to leverage the often barely 
typically imperfect transient bricolage solutions that existing customers were initially 
happy to accept and purchase.  
Making do with the mediocrity of these initial solutions is problematic for the 
firm as it diminishes the innovativeness of further iterations of bricolage solutions. 
Attempts to extend these initial (often temporary, stop gap) offerings may lead to 
wasted effort (Senyard et al., 2014). That is, when these solutions are scrutinised 
carefully, more often than not either the initial solutions exhibit gaps which can’t be 
filled or fixed or they can’t be extended or built on. This occurs as a consequence of 
focusing only on these less demanding customers who accepted the initial offerings, 
rather than seeking customers in these dynamic environments who may potentially 
provide more sales, through seeking highly innovative offerings. Bricoleurs in highly 
dynamic environments cannot generate higher sales or take advantage of the cost and 
learning-curve effects of leveraging past solutions which results in delays, 
overconsumption of already limited resources, hampering the relationship between 
bricolage and firm performance. 
In summary, I speculate that dynamic environments may influence the positive 
effects of bricolage in firm performance in the following ways. First, entrepreneurs 
engaged in bricolage in dynamic environments may attempt to satisfy too many 
opportunities in shifting environments, increasing their costs and creating a lack of 
focus within the firm, wasting resources as they attempt to satisfy multiple 
opportunities. Attempts to apply bricolage to multiple challenges may create delays 
owing to the requirements of additional resource-gathering activities as well as 
delays in combination attempts as the scope of the task is beyond what the current 
resources in the trove can do. This may further create delays within acts of 
recombination as bricoleurs try to make sense of new resources and integrate them 
within the trove. The results generated in this chapter extend the work of Baker and 
Nelson (2005) to suggest that some limits should be placed on the use of bricolage 
not only across multiple domains but also across multiple challenges and 
opportunities in dynamic environments, particularly the resources within the trove 
cannot meet the requirements of the tasks which need to be completed. 
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Second, co-creation with customers may be both a help and a hindrance. On 
one hand, it may reduce the noise within increasingly dynamic environments leading 
to enhanced performance, but by focusing on less demanding existing customers 
(Senyard et al., 2010) entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage may have difficulty in 
leveraging the unique (but clunky) solutions limiting novelty in subsequent iterations 
or resource combinations, creating wasted effort in resource combinations, and an 
inability to take advantage of cost and learning-curve effects (Senyard et al., 2014).  
As a result, firms miss out on other valuable opportunities to further extend 
relationships with other customers who may fuel higher firm performance (sales), 
through more sophisticated product and service demands.   
4.9 CONCLUSION 
A lack of agreement currently exists in bricolage theorising with some scholars 
arguing its benefits (Bannerjee & Campbell, 2009; Baker & Nelson, 2005; Garud & 
Karnøe, 2003) of using bricolage to enhance firm performance yet others cautioning 
against its use (e.g. Lanzara, 1999). This chapter provides several novel contributions 
to the behavioural theory of bricolage. It provides the first empirical tests of 
bricolage: namely venture emergence in nascent firms, and sales in young firms as 
measures of performance. Overall, the results follow the more common suggestion 
that bricolage is a tool of persistence (Buzzanell, 2010; Powell, 2011) and contrary to 
prior theorising of Stinchfield et al. (2011), increasing levels of bricolage creates 
higher sales in a large representative sample of early stage firms. This greatly 
extends and provides an empirical foundation for the body of much narrower prior 
inductive studies of entrepreneurial bricolage. 
The second contribution tests environmental dynamism as a contingency effect 
shaping the bricolage and firm performance relationship.  To the best of my 
knowledge, this has not been studied in prior bricolage literature. The surprising 
result of environmental dynamism negatively moderating the relationship between 
bricolage and sales may suggest that firms engaging in high levels of bricolage may 
find themselves overwhelmed in attempts to create multiple novel solutions in 
dynamic environments. When firms possess or have access only to limited resources 
or resources which have limited scope, they should focus on doing “a few things very 
well” (West & Meyer, 1988, p. 395). Research by Senyard et al., (2010) further 
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supports these ideas, with this research suggesting young firms experience poorer 
firm performance when entrepreneurs combine bricolage with high levels of strategic 
change 
64
(measured through changes to the underlying business idea). 
Future research should continue to theorise and test other dimensions of 
environmental dynamism which this study did not take into consideration, such as 
dynamism in employment, and in technology (Castrogiovanni, 2002; Dess & Beard, 
1984). Environmental hostility may also be assessed as another boundary condition 
(Sharfman & Dean, 1991), as market competition may create different challenges 
and opportunities which will subsequently impact bricolage activities. Further 
questions emerge from these different dimensions and how these may be influenced 
in different environments.  For example, the impact of location on shaping access to 
resources including staff talent and resourceful responses this, the ways resource 
access may be shaped by competitive scavenging in unknown environments as firms 
internationalise, or the ways bricoleurs generate new technologies through sifting 
through information and relationships using social media platforms, how co-optation 
strategies of pre-existing relationships with competitors impact bricolage activities. 
This chapter studied external conditions which may create contingent effects 
impacting the relationship between bricolage and firm performance. The next 
chapter, Chapter 5, evaluates internal conditions (teams and their composition) and 
their moderating effect on the relationship between bricolage and young firm 
performance. 
  
                                                 
 









1.Manufacturing 10. Construction  




6.Professional Services 15.Utilities 
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8.Services 17.Finance 







APPENDIX 4.2. GESTATIONAL ACTIVITIES IN CAUSEE 
1 Business registration 21 Revised business plan since first 
version 
2 Choosing a location of business 22 Seek outside funding 
3 Establishment of formal legal form 23 Received the first outside funding 
4 First business idea- starting a business 
or, business idea came first 
24 Established credit with supplier 
5 Product/service development 25 Devoted full time to the business (>35 
hrs/week) 
6 Marketing and promotional efforts 26 Hired any employees/managers 
7 Development of Proprietary 
technology/processes/procedures 
27 Bank account opened 
8 Applying for patent/trademark/copy 
right 
28 Business received income/fees 
9 Purchased/leased or rented 
equipment/facilities/ property 
29 Monthly revenue exceeds expenses 
10 Purchased raw materials/ 
inventory/supplies/ components 
30 Salaries included in expenses 
11 Discussion  with  potential customers 31 Accountant service retained 
12 Collecting information about the 
competitors 
32 Lawyer service retained 
13 Defining marketing opportunities 33 Membership of industry association 
14 Developing financial projections 34 Advice and assistant from supporting 
organizations 
15 Determine the regulatory requirements 35 Joining with internet- based networks 
16 Carry liability insurance 36 Business or service network 
17 Registered for ABN 37 Business classes or seminars 
18 Registered for GST 38 Customer contactable(phone, email etc) 
19 Registered for PAYG withholding 39 Functioning a website on the internet 









APPENDIX 4.3A. NASCENT FIRM SAMPLE DESCRIPTION.  
Nascent Sample  Wave 2  N=493 Wave 3 N=281 
Gender Male 280 151 
Gender Female 213 130 
Ethnicity Indigenous 18 7 
Ethnicity European 406 244 
Ethnicity Asian 17 7 
Ethnicity Middle Eastern 4 4 
Ethnicity Mixed/Something Else 44 17 
Other Start Ups Experience 249 163 
Concurrent Business 174 103 
Industry Experience (Av) 15.51 16.61 
Management Experience (Av) 18.88 20.59 
Education High School Year 10 70 37 
High School Year 12 64 33 
Diploma (TAFE) 150 89 
Education Bachelor 106 62 





APPENDIX 4.3B. YOUNG FIRM SAMPLE DESCRIPTION 
Young Firm Sample  Wave 2 N= 472 Wave 3 N=353 
Gender Male 266 206 
Gender Female 206 147 
Ethnicity Indigenous 11 10 
Ethnicity European 397 299 
Ethnicity Asian 10 6 
Ethnicity Middle Eastern 2 0 
Ethnicity Mixed/Something Else 12 36 
Other Start Ups Experience 212 157 
Concurrent Business 111 86 
Industry Experience (Av) 15.45 16.63 
Management Experience (Av) 15.48 16.17 
Education High School Year 10 75 60 
High School Year 12 76 57 
Diploma (TAFE) 112 73 
Education Bachelor 115 93 




APPENDIX 4.4A. CORRELATION NASCENT FIRM N=493 WAVE 2 
 M SD  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 
1.Wave 2 Stage of Venture  31.7520 .82446  1                 
2.Wave 1 Bricolage .0274 5.16564  -.053 1                
3. Dynamism 17.4990 .03632  -.037 .020 1               
4. Gestation 1.0045 6.98769  -.382
** .136** .016 1              
5.Financial Investment (Log) .5224 1.86032  -.144** -.033 -.095* .253** 1             
6. Services (or Products) 1.43 .50001  -.124** -.025 .168** -.012 .077 1            
7. Gender 11.9270 .496  -.034 .017 .004 -.037 -.021 .047 1           
8. Education (Degree) 14.5132 14.69676  .050 -.030 .036 .026 .022 -.015 -.039 1          
9. Business Experience 18.1947 13.34602  -.011 .157** -.044 .177** -.008 -.143** -.143** .090* 1         
10. Management Experience .3083 12.94872  -.026 .176** -.074 .110** .067 -.108** -.063 .126** .350** 1        
11. High tech 3.9817 .46227  .000 .128** .170** .077* -.033 -.052 -.148** .032 .054 .029 1       
12. Innovativeness 6258704 2.47788  .043 .171** .042 .106** -.125** -.116** -.050 -.041 .072 -.062 .252** 1      
13. Fut. Expect. Rev 12m .5882 46221765  -.091* .109* -.031 .134** -.014 -.076 -.052 -.048 .135** .099* .074 -.021 1     
14. Serial Category .4990 .49265  .001 .119** -.025 .129** .015 -.091* -.119** .056 .911** .293** .032 .072 .107* 1    
15. Team (or Solo) Dummy 2.1765 .50051  .022 -.004 -.035 .067 .113** -.154** -.125** .143** .260** .257** .063 .052 .096* .241** 1   
16. Team Size (Number) .1400 5.06616  .014 .071 .005 .111** -.003 -.110** -.103* .100* .160** .114** .088* .031 .039 .120** .233** 1  
17. Hired Employees 31.7520 .34730  -.276** .075* -.006 .459** .177** -.018 -.033 .019 .107** .124** .072 .015 .165** .088* .147** .181** 1 






APPENDIX 4.4B. YOUNG FIRM CORRELATION MATRIX N=325 WAVE 3 
 
 M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 
1.Wave 3 Sales ( Log) 4.84 1.24 1                
2.Wave 1 Bricolage 31.33 5.36 .138** 1               
3. Dynamism 0.03 0.03 -.043 .075* 1              
4. Young Firm Age 1.93 2.33 -.004 -.070 -.008 1             
5. Financial Investment (Log) 0.70 0.46 .259** .038 -.081
*
 .034 1            
6. Services (or Products) 11.82 14.68 -.024 -.041 .129** -.003 -.152** 1           
7. Gender 10.15 12.50 -.061 -.024 -.016 -.063 -.097* -.006   1           
8. Education (Degree) 16.98 13.26 .046 .031 .170** -.006 -.076* .009 -.011   1           
9. Business Experience 0.27 0.45 .102* .110* -.039 -.045 .102
*
 -.108** -.133** -.031 1          
10. Management Experience 1.42 0.49 .103* .139* -.101** .038 .109** -.127** -.020   .080* .331
**
 1         
11. High tech 84694 30837 .043 .139* .174** -.068 .017 .018 -.180** .152** -.051 -.048 1        




 1       
13. Fut. Expect. Rev 12m 2.33 2.03 .410** -.029 .003 .087 .070 .015 -.116*   .064 .150
**
 .132* .066 -.011 1      
14. Prior Sales (W2) 0.44 0.50 .353** -.016 -.006 .128
*
 .132** .025 -.102*   .074 .103
*
 .131** .018 -.010 .936
**
 1     
15. Serial Category 0.49 0.50 .089 .111* -.045 -.020 .068 -.109** -.101** -.037 .916
**
 .302** -.052 .224
**
 .108* .095* 1    
16. Team (or Solo) Dummy 1.61 0.78 .171** .128* -.094* .042 .250** -.162** -.016   .096* .209
**
 .314** .032 .075
*
 .157** .167** .178** 1   
17. Team Size (Number) 0.38 0.49 .195** .090* -.067 .055 .212
**
 -.110** -.069   .174** .242
**
 .313** .055 .072
*
 .262** .215** .202** .802** 1  
18. Hired Employees 4.84 1.24 .339** .094* .049 .082 .272
**
 -.043   -.112** .095* .149** .120** .021 .118
**
 .136* .176** .123** .272** .313** 1 
 
†P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two- tailed).***P<0.001 
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H1(a). Wave 1  Firm (-ve) Sig (-ve) but not No 
Operational vs Bricolage  Emergence (.05) significant Directional 
Persist (+)   Measure relationship  support in 
    for persist,  W2 but sig 
    not  at .05*. 
    operational   
No not sig in 
      W3. 
H1(b). Persist Wave 1  Firm (+ve) Sig (-ve) but not Yes, support 
vs Terminate Bricolage  Emergence (.05) significant in W2. 
(+)   Measure relationship   
    for persist,   
    not terminate   
H2  Young Wave 1  Sales (Log) (+ve) but not  Yes, support 
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 Teams as a Moderator between Chapter 5:
Bricolage and Performance 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
How do early stage firms which are created with entrepreneurial teams manage 
to persist and continue to develop despite the constraints they face? Recent literature 
in entrepreneurship proposes that behavioural theories of entrepreneurial bricolage 
may better explain novel responses in the face of constraints (Cunha et al., 2014). 
Bricolage is defined as “making do by applying combinations of the resources at 
hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 333). 
Limited research has evaluated the impact of teams and their composition and 
the ways it shapes the relationship between bricolage and early stage firm 
performance. The prior chapter provided the first initial tests of bricolage and young 
firm performance using a large representative sample and higher use of bricolage led 
to higher sales. This chapter further extends these results by testing teams and their 
compositions as a potential contingency effect that shapes the bricolage and firm 
performance relationship.  
My results indicate functional diversity of teams enhances the relationship 
between bricolage and firm performance. Further, the results also suggest bricolage 
is most effective when team members are well known to each other i.e. there are 
strong relational affiliations (including spousal and familial teams). These findings 
further explore boundary conditions of bricolage behaviours and enhance our 
understanding of how resource decisions are made by recently established 
entrepreneurial teams while facing constraint and its influence on firm performance 
during the initial stages of firm development. 
5.2 BACKGROUND 
Recently, there has been increasing interest in entrepreneurship literature on 
entrepreneurial teams, primarily due to the recognition that more start-ups are created 
by teams (Klotz et al., 2014). As Martinez et al. (2011, p. 21) suggest “contrary to 
popular images of the entrepreneur as a lone wolf, it might take a village to create a 
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new firm.” Entrepreneurial teams provide valuable contributions to the economy and 
as a result, are important to study (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999). 
Much of the literature on resource strategy argues the importance of team’s 
resource decisions which impacts firm performance (Sirmon et al., 2011). Typically, 
though, when outlining actions to deal with resource constraints, the dominant 
resource paradigm assumes firms simply acquire the resources necessary for the task 
using resource seeking behaviours (Desa, 2012; Miles & Snow, 1984). In practice, 
however, many new firms being established through the efforts of team members 
don’t have all the resources they need or the luxury of available finances to buy the 
required resources. Instead they attempt to make do by applying combinations of 
existing resources to the challenges and opportunities they face (Baker & Nelson, 
2005). 
Bricolage is one theory that may better explain how early stage entrepreneurial 
firms persist and grow despite these constraints they face (Baker & Nelson, 2005; 
Powell, 2011; Senyard et al., 2014). Bricolage is defined as “making do by applying 
combinations of the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker & 
Nelson, 2005, p. 333). The team literatures highlights that team compositions are 
important as they influence the ways teams judge challenges and take action (Priem, 
1990) and the ways they access resources. Both of these factors may impact speed of 
development of bricolage outcomes, and the innovativeness of the bricolage 
solutions, further influencing the bricolage-firm performance relationship. This 
suggests teams and their composition may provide an explanation that provides a 
better understanding of the bricolage-performance relationship. 
Ruef, Aldrich and Carter (2003) for example, found empirical evidence of the 
importance of teams in entrepreneurial settings but these team structural mechanisms 
have not been considered in bricolage literatures. I test the influence of these 
compositional effects in this chapter.  
Gaining a better understanding of the teams and their compositions extends 
existing research in bricolage by empirically testing these relationships for the first 
time. It may set some potentially prescriptive recommendations on the composition 
of teams in young firms that use bricolage in attempts to develop and grow. 
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In the following section, I provide a brief overview on the positive influence of 
bricolage and firm performance. I then theorise how different team compositions 
(namely relational affiliations and functional diversity) are likely to moderate the 
relationship between bricolage and firm performance in important and different 
ways. The data and analytical methods used to test the hypotheses will then be 
discussed. Finally, after presenting the results, the chapter will discuss the study's 
key findings and their theoretical and practical implications. 
5.3 BRICOLAGE 
Bricolage theories were first developed by Lévi-Strauss (1966) to explain how 
involved actors relate to their environments to create something new through “doing 
things with whatever is at hand” (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 17). Entrepreneurial 
bricolage involves “making do” with existing resources or resources scavenged 
within known local environments (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Lévi-Strauss, 1966). 
These resources are used to produce solutions through novel acts of tinkering and 
experimentation (Baker, 2007) in resource recombination. These combinations are 
then enacted to provide solutions to a variety of challenges and opportunities. 
Several mechanisms described in the prior chapter are also relevant here in 
describing the way firms use bricolage and its positive influence on young firm sales. 
These include speed of development and innovativeness. A short review follows. 
5.3.1 Speed of Development 
Bricoleurs often exemplify a permissive disdain for the institutional rules of 
resources and the expected designs and combinations which often enables them to 
create quickly “something from nothing” (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Bricoleurs 
experience “momentum” (Garud & Karnøe, 2003, p. 277) through a bias for action 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005; Di Domenico et al., 2012) which enable them to continue to 
work on solutions to challenges despite the constraints they face. These actions limit 
delays, enabling faster speed of development. 
5.3.2 Innovativeness 
Second, bricoleurs have an ability to create solutions through acts of novel 
recombination (Baker & Nelson, 2005). They do this through making do and 
breaking the rules on the accepted way to respond to challenges, using permissive 
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and flexible approaches to design, often tinkering with a diverse range of resources 
within the trove (Baker & Nelson, 2005). This can lead to “brilliant unforseen 
results” (Lévi-Strauss, 1966, p. 17), and as a result of these novel solutions, 
strengthen firm performance. 
5.4 BRICOLAGE IN TEAMS 
Limited research exists in studying bricolage in teams. Lévi-Strauss (1966) 
originally described bricolage as a solo (male) activity: “Consider him at work and 
excited by his project. He has to turn back to an already existent set made up of tools 
and materials, to consider or reconsider what it contains and… to engage in a sort of 
dialogue with it and, choosing between them, to index the possible answers … to his 
problem.”  
The few bricolage studies that consider teams describe them in a cursory 
manner (e.g. Miner et al., 2001) and do not directly address bricolage use in teams 
(e.g. Desa 2012; di Domenico et al., 2010). Some studies have described teams using 
bricolage in established, older firms (Brown & Duguid, 1991; Orr, 1996; Fahy et al., 
2009). Bechky and Okhuysen, (2011), for example, recently evaluated special 
weapons and tactics (SWAT) teams and film production crews and their responses to 
surprises within organisational bricolage, but did not outline specific team 
composition arguments. 
The limited research on bricolage behaviours within teams (the majority of 
which apply inductive theorising) provides some conflicting evidence of how teams 
use bricolage and what its impact is on firm performance. Teams may influence 




 of the 
trove, enabling positive “momentum” (Garud & Karnøe, 2003, p. 278).  
Others, however, suggest bricolage in teams within established firms may 
create conflict through the ways it breaks the rules on the ascribed meanings 
attributed to resources, and not following the appropriate design or the expected 
“right way of doing things” (Cleaver, 2002, p. 16) in resource combinations and 
enactment of solutions. Prior literature in more established firms often describes 
                                                 
 
65
 Scale is defined as the number of resources i.e. scarcity or abundance (Dutton & Jackson, 1987) 
66
 Scope is defined as resources which hold a greater ‘breadth of action’ (Dutton et al., 2006, p. 72) 
Shepherd & Williams, 2014). 
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bricolage as hidden or illegitimate (when evaluating top management and those 
teams creating the solutions) (e.g. Baker, 2007; Ciborra & Lanzara, 1994; 
Duymedjian & Clemens Rüling, 2010) which may limit firm success. By testing 
different team compositions as potential contingency effects, I provide delineate a 
potential boundary conditions of the relationship between team composition, 
bricolage and firm performance. 
5.5 MODERATING EFFECT OF TEAM COMPOSITION 
Prior team literature provides some evidence of the ways team composition 
may influence the relationship between bricolage and firm performance. I focus here 
on two of these dimensions. The first dimension focuses on team influence on access 
to resources, their provision and activities around their use in bricolage behaviour. 
Simply, the number and forms of resources held within a firm’s trove is initially 
influenced by the composition of the team (e.g. Herrmann & Datta, 2005) and that 
these team compositions vary. As a result, an early stage firm’s ability to respond to 
constraints and enact bricolage solutions may differ between teams, influencing the 
relationship between bricolage and performance. 
More specifically, team composition shapes the resource scale available for 
bricolage actions including skills and competencies of the collective effort. Personal 
and professional networks of individuals on the team are often considered “fair 
game” and are used to access additional free or cheap resources (Baker et al., 2003; 
Baker & Nelson, 2005). For example, family and friends of team members are often 
the first point of call for entrepreneurs looking for finance, and in some cases, 
considered the only viable way to gather and access sufficient resources (Manigart & 
Struyf, 1997), as financial resources required for new firms are often more than what 
typical entrepreneurs possess (Bhave, 1994). Swift access to resources may limit 
delays, enabling bricoleurs to increase the speed of development (Kessler & Bierly, 
2002), enhancing the relationship between bricolage and sales. 
The second dimension evaluates recombination activities and the 
innovativeness of solutions. Teams may evaluate resources differently, owing to the 
composition of the team. Team members may select and combine resources or place 
limits on particular resources and their uses, contingent on how the resources are 
evaluated, in terms of their salience (Brush et al., 2001), quality or utility (Choi & 
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Shepherd, 2004; Desa & Basu, 2013), and impact how they are stored in the trove 
(Stinchfield et al., 2013). During acts of “creative reinventions” (Rice & Rogers, 
1980) within bricolage, prior experiences, skills and competencies of team members 
enable creativity and shape the ways that resources may be combined through acts of 
ingenuity (Banerjee, 2014), influencing the innovativeness of bricolage solutions, 
and as a result, impacting firm performance. 
The specific variables I focus on in this chapter include (1) relationship 
affiliations and (2) functional diversity of the team. I evaluate these 2 team 
composition variables and hypothesise how these dimensions relate to speed of 
development and innovativeness in bricolage activities and as a consequence how 
they influence the firm performance. 
5.6 TEAM STRUCTURAL COMPOSITION 
The relationship between teams and performance in entrepreneurship is the 
focus of much interest and research (e.g. Certo et al., 2006). Studies have examined 
team characteristics in terms of relationship affiliations (Aldrich et al., 1997), and 
functional diversity (Chowdhury, 2005). It is important to observe that team 
compositions are not necessarily mutually exclusive, despite much of the team 
literature focusing on similarity vs. diversity in their theorising and empirical tests 
(e.g. Henneke, & Lüthje, 2007). Several scholars theorise both can complement each 
other. Team compositions can overlap and have elements of both homogeneity 
affiliation and heterogeneity in diversity (Beckman et al. 2007). For example, two 
team members who are also family members (affiliation), and working in academia, 
the other in industry (diversity), collaborating on a project. 
Following these ideas, I focus here on two different dominant theories in team 
composition literature outlined by Williams & O’Reilly (1998): the benefits of (1) 
relationship affiliations in strong relationship affiliations (e.g. familial or spousal 
teams) in early stage firms and (2) shared cognitive resource functional theories in 
diverse teams and theorise both positively moderate bricolage and firm performance. 
5.6.1 Team Relational Affiliations 
Using social categorisation and social cohesion theories I argue that strong 
relationship affiliations enhance the bricolage-performance relationship. Based on 
the similarity attraction principle (e.g. Boone et al., 2004), teams composed of strong 
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interpersonal relationships (e.g. spousal teams and teams composed of family 
members) are associated with shared values, shared language, narratives and culture 
(Beckman, 2006), which enables mutual understanding, trust (Brewer, 1974) 
between members, improved communication flows and commitment (Innes & 
Booher, 2010). 
Trusted team members composed of strong relational affiliations display strong 
social cohesion (Barack et al., 2008), which often allow unfettered access to 
resources that are then available for use in bricolage activities. Strong affiliations 
tend to be family or spousal members who are often willing to assist for free, as an 
extra “pair of hands” to cover tasks. Access to resources through strong relationship 
affiliations ensures bricoleurs remain engaged in action, enabling speed of 
development in bricolage and enhancing firm performance. The strong social 
cohesion of the team limits further investments in managing conflict and infighting 
between team members (which is common in teams with diverse perspectives 
(Dahlin et al., 2005) enabling speed to market. 
Strong relationship affiliations not only influence resource availability through 
access to resources but also shape resource recombination activities in bricolage. For 
example, teams with strong affiliations and team cohesion typically have greater 
familiarity with other team member’s skills, competencies, and resources. This 
creates valuable shortcuts during resource tinkering and experimentation through 
improvisation activities in bricolage (Miner et al., 2001), enabling speed of 
development, limiting delays in the process. 
Strong relationship affiliations may also create higher levels of innovativeness. 
Teams with strong relationship affiliations may have more tolerance for failure 
within recombination attempts. They do this through embracing creative, tinkering 
and experimentation with resources and the development of cheap “forward looking 
probes” (Brown & Eisenhardt, 1997). Such “failures” provide valuable information 
via learning by doing activities (Baker & Nelson, 2005) which enable firms to “fall 
forward” (McGrath, 1999), creating more robust innovative work arounds (Orr, 
1996). Such activities that generate higher levels of innovativeness strengthen the 
bricolage-firm performance relationship. 
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In summary, for early stage firms attempting to further leverage initial sales, 
teams that exhibit strong cohesion between its members through trusted relational 
affiliations typically have open access to existing resources which limits delays in 
bricolage actions (Lévi-Strauss, 1966). Strong relationship affiliations are able to 
effectively assign team members to the right tasks and create valuable shortcuts in 
acts of improvisational bricolage. Teams with strong affiliations may also create a 
more   permissive   environment   celebrating   both   the   successes   and   failures 
recombination actions which, through experimentation, leads to innovative bricolage 
solutions, enhancing the relationship between bricolage and firm performance. As a 
result, I hypothesize that: 
 
 
5.6.2 Team Functional Diversity  
The functional background of the team is defined here as the “complementary 
(and non-overlapping) competencies and expertise” of the team (Ruef et al., 2009, p. 
96). Similar to team relational affiliations, functional diversity shapes the speed of 
development and innovativeness of bricolage activities, influencing the relationship 
between bricolage and firm performance, though in different ways. Team literature 
points to the benefit of functional diversity through diverse cognitive resource/ 
functional perspectives (Hambrick & Mason, 1984; Wiersema & Bantel, 1992). 
Teams literature suggests diverse teams possess a greater variety of resources 
(i.e. greater scope of resources within the trove (Mello & Ruckes, 2006)), in 
particular knowledge and information (Bantel & Jackson, 1989; Bell et al. 2011). 
This occurs through team members having different backgrounds, experiences, and 
expertise (Hmielski & Ensley, 2007; Milliken & Martins, 1996). A trove composed 
of tools and objects with greater scope for team members who can cover many 
functional bases (e.g. marketing, finance) (Drazin & Rao, 1999; Roure & Madique, 
1986) is considered particularly valuable in attempts of improvisational bricolage 
(Baker et al., 2003) or when faced with a crisis (Weick, 1993) as the team can use the 
trove to address a wide range of functional tasks, opportunities and challenges. 
Owing to the members’ different experiences and backgrounds, functional 
diverse teams can often quickly create and deploy bricolage solutions without having 
Hypothesis 1: Relational affiliations positively moderates the effect of bricolage on 




to wait to learn the skills, or alternatively wait for the right (cheap) resources to come 
along or engage in resource seeking behaviour (Baker & Nelson, 2005). Bricolage 
activities can often be enacted concurrently, by team members who have prior 
experience in various functional areas, limiting delays and enabling faster speed of 
development, enhancing the relationship between bricolage and firm performance. 
Functionally diverse teams have both larger and more structurally sparse 
networks (Monge, 1987). This assists in providing more and/or different 
environments where resource scavenging can occur. This creates further 
opportunities to readily access idiosyncratic “valuable” resources enhancing 
innovativeness and strengthening the relationship between bricolage and firm 
performance. 
Theories of creativity and decision techniques imply that team functional 
diversity strengthens the relationship between bricolage and firm performance in 
resource combination activities. Team members who possess diverse experiences and 
backgrounds may tap into higher levels of creativity (Milliken et al., 2003), 
influencing the way resources are combined to create solutions to problems and 
opportunities. This produces higher levels of innovativeness (Doz & Kosonen, 2007; 
O’Reilly et al., 1998) in bricolage solutions, strengthening firm performance. This 
strengthens the relationship between bricolage and firm performance. Overall, I 




Hypothesis 2: Team functional diversity positively moderates the effect of 
bricolage and firm performance (sales). 
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Figure 5.1 illustrates the conceptual framework used in this study. 
Figure 5.1 Conceptual Framework for Study II 
 
 
5.7 DATA, MEASURES, AND ANALYTIC STRATEGY 
5.7.1 Sample and Data  
The data for this research was drawn from the CAUSEE project, a 4-year 
longitudinal study of firm emergence (Davidsson et al., 2011), administered through 
telephone surveys. This analysis uses the randomly selected young firm (YF) sample: 
559 firms originally completed interviews in wave 1, but here I evaluate firm 
performance in wave 3, where 353 YF cases completed the survey interview. 
CAUSEE is a representative sample of early stage firms and as a result is 
heterogeneous (Davidsson, 2006). To decrease the unobserved heterogeneity within 
the sample and to ensure internal validity, I selected for analysis only entrepreneurial 
teams where there were 2 or more members. Teams are commonly defined as “two 
or more” individuals who jointly establish and actively participate in a business in 
which they share ownership (Ucbasaran et al., 2003). 
The final sample used evaluates young firm teams of two or more (n=143 
cases). Tables 5.3 and 5.4 provide sample descriptives and outline team composition 
descriptions. As CAUSEE is a 4 year longitudinal survey, firm development can be 
evaluated over time. I time separate the independent variable wave 1 (W1) and 
dependent variable wave 3 (W3). Additional robustness tests were conducted with 
wave 2 data and these illustrate similar results. Appendix 5.1a provides a summary of 
the hypothesis and Appendix 5.1 provide the results of robustness tests. 
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5.7.2 Measures  
Independent Variable Bricolage  
I use a scale developed within the CAUSEE study to measure bricolage 
(Senyard et al., 2014). The questions were designed using Baker and Nelson’s 
(2005, p. 333) definition of the bricolage: “making do by applying combinations of 
the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities.” The items use a 5-
point response scale from 1 “never” to 5 “always”, rather than levels of agreement, 
in order to reflect the behavioural nature of the phenomenon. Reliability testing 
using the team sample indicates the reliability of the scale is good (.84) (Refer 
Chapter 3 for additional measure specifics). 
 
Moderator Variables  
Relationship Affiliations 
To measure the relational composition of the team I use a scale which is an 
elaboration of the scale developed for the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial Dynamics 
(PSED) and PSED II (Ruef et al., 2009) that studies the relationships between the 
owners of the firm. Respondents were asked to categorise the relationships among all 
the early stage venture team members (Brannon et al., 2013). In the CAUSEE survey 
respondents were asked if any two owners are related as (a) spouses or partners 
sharing a household, (b) relatives by blood, (c) friends or acquaintances from current 
or previous work, friends or acquaintances who have not worked together, or 
strangers to each other before joining the new business team. 
This scale identifies three categories of relationships (Ruef, Aldrich, & Carter, 
2003):  (1). strong relational affiliations (spouses or partners sharing a household, 
relatives by blood) (2). intermediate relational affiliations (friends or acquaintances) 
and (3). weak relational affiliations (strangers) i.e., two of the owners did not know 
each other prior to joining the team. A continuous variable was computed for these 
responses and summated to develop the overall relationship affiliation measure used 
in this research. Further descriptions of team compositions are provided in Table 5.2. 
 
Functional Diversity  
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Functional diversity reflects completeness of skills for functional task 
completion. More functional diversity implies a better match between task 
requirement and member skills. (Vissa & Chacar, 2009). To measure the 
functionality, I use CAUSEE questions that assessed the team members’ education 
and experience and whether the team could contribute to the firm in a range of 
functional business areas
67
. For example, the experience question asked “Based on 
the work experience you or any other owner had prior to starting this business, can 
any of you help the business with knowledge in any of the following areas? 
 Knowledge needed for developing products/services in your industry 
 Knowledge needed for producing products in your industry 
 Finance or accounting 
 Sales, marketing or customer service 
 Administration or Human Resource Management 
If the respondent believed the team had this experience, based on their 
experience or education, this item was coded as yes (1). A continuous variable was 
computed for these responses and summated to develop the overall relationship 
affiliation measure with a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 5. 
Controls 
I use four categories of control variables. The first category aims to capture the 
overall level of resources available for the young firm. Specific variables include age 
of the firm, and product or service firm (dummy). A firms’ past performance may 
have a strong influence in following years and will also influence resource 
availability (Bradley et al., 2011). Therefore, I control for past performance using 
sales from the year immediately preceding the measurement of firm sales: Wave 2 
for Wave 3 sales. I also control for financial investments (amount of money invested 
in firm (log) available to the venture and gender of team members (Carter, 2002; 
Bygrave and Hunt, 2004). The second group of control variables aims to capture 
some of the heterogeneity concerning the ability the firm has to develop resources, 
including the human capital of the start-up team: education (number of owners with a 
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 This is similar to entrepreneurial self-efficacy as a proxy for the entrepreneurial abilities of the 




university degree), prior entrepreneurial experience (number of previous start-up 
attempts) (Reynolds et al., 2005),  and management experience (number of years).  
The third group of control variables aims to capture some of the heterogeneity 
within the firms including spousal teams
68
, innovativeness, and industry controls. It 
also includes growth aspiration (Naffziger et al., 1994). The fourth group of controls 
are other mean centred team effects added as controls including team size (Wezel, 
Cattani, & Pennings, 2006), functional diversity and relational bond (Ruef et al., 
2009) in instances where it is not the direct effect under analysis. 
Performance 
Similar to Study I, wave 3 absolute sales (log) as the measure of performance. 
Robustness tests using the wave 2 sale (log) are provided in the robustness tests. 
5.7.3 Analysis  
I use hierarchical moderated regression analysis (Gelman & Hill, 2006) to test 
the 2 hypotheses. The independent variables were mean-centered in this analysis 
(Aiken & West, 1991). Tables 5.3 provides descriptive statistics and correlations 
among the variables used in the regressions. 
5.8 RESULTS 
This chapter tested two moderating hypotheses of team’s structural 
composition influencing the relationship between bricolage and performance. The 
results reveal relational bonds positively moderate the relationship between bricolage 
and young firm sales. They reveal a significant positive but weak moderation effect 
of relationship affiliation on bricolage and venture performance (sales) (β=0.038, 
p<0.001). Thus the effect of bricolage on venture performance (sales) becomes 
significantly more positive when team members are well known to each other, i.e., in 
spousal or familial relationships. I find a significant positive moderation effect 
(β=0.022, p<0.05) for functional diversity, in line with Hypothesis.  The results are 
shown in Table 5.1 and Figure 5.2. 
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used in the calculation of the relationship affiliation measure i.e. spousal team is defined as a 




In this chapter, I theorised that relationship affiliations and functional diversity 
would positively moderate the relationship between bricolage and firm performance 
in young team based firms. These results extend current research in entrepreneurial 
bricolage by introducing teams and their compositions as potential boundary 
conditions on bricolage and firm performance which has previously not been studied. 
The results reveal relational affiliations enhance the relationship between bricolage 
and firm performance. This is consistent with the work of Brannon et al., (2013) who 
suggests within team literature, that pre-existing relationships matter a great deal, and 
personal relationships, have a strong influence on performance in the initial stages of 
a firm’s development. 
The positive contingency effect of relationship affiliations extends prior 
research of Baker et al. (2003) by evaluating one form of pre-existing relationships 
used in network bricolage activities. This research also extends Garud and Karnøe’s 
(2003) work by empirically examining the positive impact of team relational 
embeddedness beyond high technology contexts. Whilst path dependence literatures 
caution the potential inertial actions including ‘group think’(Janis, 1972) that occurs 
within strong relationship affiliations, I posit that these young firms at this stage 
remain flexible, owing to their recent emergence and initially are less likely to suffer 
these complications described in the path dependence, teams literature. 
This research also highlights the benefits of a functionally diverse team and in 
particular its positive impact on bricolage and young firm performance. This is a 
novel finding as such evaluations have not been theorised or evaluated in prior 
bricolage studies. In practice, whilst team formation is typically “random” (Silver, 
1983), firms need to pay attention to team composition when creating teams and how 
this may influence the ways they make resource decisions applied to functional tasks 





Table 5.1 Effect of Bricolage on Young Firm Performance with Relational 
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 Note:  The final sample evaluates teams, and as a result, are only a portion of firms interviewed  
 
Dependent Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Level of Resources Controls         
Services/Products .018 (.269) -.023 (.266) -.088 (.262) -.130 (.252) 
Fin Investment (Log) .065 (.091) .068 (.090) .049 (.088) .047 (.085) 
Prior Sales (W2) .000*** (.000)  .000*** (.000) .000*** (.000) .000*** (.000) 
Gender  -.185 (.221) -.149 (.219) -.141 (.214) -.126 (.206) 
Education Level .050 (.076) .086 (.077) .067 (.076) .081 (.073) 
Industry Exp -.003 (.009) -.006 (.009) -.007 (.008) -.006 (.008) 
General Manage.Exp -.004 (.009) -.008 (.009) -.009 (.009) -.007 (.008) 
Innovation .019 (.050) .001 (.050) -.012 (.049) -.031 (.048) 
Growth Expectation  -.121 (.282) -.150 (.278) -.172 (.273) -.084 (.264) 
Health Edu Finance Insur. .342 (.634) .378 (.626) .182 (.618) .290 (.595) 
Construction Real Estate .133 (.659) .172 (.650) .175 (.636) .310 (.613) 
Retail.Manufact. Services .279 (.376) .345 (.373) .287 (.365) .388 (.353) 
Other  .026 (.577) .095 (.570) .049 (.558) .248 (.540) 
Team Size .070 (.163) .144 (.165) .169 (.162) .156 (.156) 
Relationship Affiliation     -.162 (.063) -.212*** (.062) 
Direct Effect         
Bricolage   .046* (.022) .044* (.022) .045* (.021) 
Moderating Effect         
Bricolage  x Relat.Affiliation       .038
*** (.012) 
         



















 Entries represent unstandardized regression coefficients. †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two-tailed). 
 




Table 5.2 Effect of Bricolage on Young Firm Performance with Functional Diversity 




Dependent Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Level of Resources Controls         
Services/Products .040 (.265) .000 (.262) .040 (.263) .006 (.262) 
Fin Investment (Log) .059 (.090) .062 (.088) .077 (.089) .067 (.088) 
Prior Sales (W2) .000*** (.000) .000*** (.000) .000*** (.000) .000*** (.000) 
Gender  -.170 (.217) -.137 (.215) -.160 (.215) -.173 (.213) 
Education Level .029 (.075) .064 (.076) .081 (.077) .072 (.076) 
Industry Exp -.005 (.008) -.008 (.009) -.008 (.008) -.007 (.008) 
General Manage.Exp -.004 (.009) -.008 (.009) -.006 (.009) -.005 (.009) 
Spousal Team -.590* (.254) -.566* (.251) -.538* (.251) -.593* (.251) 
Innovation .015 (.049) -.002 (.049) .009 (.050) .007 (.049) 
Growth Expectation  -.184 (.278) -.209 (.275) -.182 (.275) -.199 (.273) 
Health Edu Finance Insur. .473 (.626) .502 (.619) .538 (.617) .484 (.613) 
Construction Real Estate .320 (.652) .349 (.645) .317 (.642) .288 (.638) 
Retail.Manufact. Services .385 (.373) .443 (.369) .446 (.368) .336 (.370) 
Other  .188 (.571) .247 (.565) .242 (.563) .182 (.560) 
Team Size -.110 (.178) -.032 (.180) -.045 (.180) -.065 (.179) 
Functional Diversity     -.102 (.070) -.098 (.069) 
Direct Effect         
Bricolage   .044* (.022) .054* (.023) .055* (.023) 
Moderating Effect         
Bricolage  x Functional Div       .022
* (.013) 
         















 Change R2 
Entries represent unstandardized regression coefficients. †P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two-tailed). 
 With directional hypothesis entries (one tailed) 
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These results also come with several caveats: I note here that the firms in our 
sample were young (3 years or younger at commencement CAUSEE interviewing, 
with the modal firm being 2 years in the analysis), and that over 90% of the teams 
were 2-3 person teams. Different effects of these mechanisms may exist in larger 
teams (teams greater than 5), with the potential of curvilinear effects such that teams 
with increasing numbers may negatively moderate the relationship between bricolage 
and firm sales. As the teams get larger, they face problems in their ability to 
communicate, coordinate and recombine resources (Hambrick, 1994) which may be 
critical for young firms attempting to initiate bricolage (Weick, 1993). In particular, 
large teams may face increasing difficulty in improvisational bricolage (Baker et al., 
2003) through potential constraints of knowledge asymmetries and with possible 
delays regarding resource enactment (Amason & Sapienza, 1997). 
Different mechanisms may also exist in older established firms where teams 
are more likely to be enact bricolage differently. They are more likely to be restricted 
in bricolage use owing to the firm establishing more formalised rules and structures 
that typically reduce improvisational actions. As such I place a caveat on applying 
these results more generally to teams. Prior research suggests team composition and 
its relevance changes over different life stages (Eskerod, & Blichfeldt, 2005). 
In summary, for entrepreneurial teams applying bricolage to firm challenges 
and opportunities, it would appear that they should attempt to develop teams 
composed of members who are well known to one another, yet possess a broad range 
of functional skills. Such notions of strong relational affiliations which are 
functionally diverse may have been unusual in the past when individuals remained 
within one firm for most of their careers (limiting diversity in the team) (Stum, 
1999), but recent trends indicate higher levels of employee mobility across firms 
(Campbell et al., 2012) and further developments in technology provide a much 
greater range of potential knowledge and experiences making notions of diversity 
within strong relational affiliation teams more easy to attain. 
5.10  CONCLUSION 
In this chapter, I developed some early theorising using team’s literature to test 
the impact of team composition as a potential contingency effect shaping the 
bricolage- performance relationship. Specifically I evaluated relationship affiliation 
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relational and functional diversity. Study 2 highlights how different types of teams 
provide alternative paths to develop sales in young firm teams using bricolage. A 
team composition composed of members with strong relational affiliations were 
found to have a significant positive effect on bricolage and sales, similarly functional 
diversity and team size also enhanced the relationship between bricolage and sales in 
newly established firms. 
The research findings also open up additional important theoretical questions 
about bricolage and early stage firm team composition.  It would be interesting to test 
cultural influences and cultural diversity within the team (Bouncken, 2004) and 
networking abilities of the team (Witt, 2004) in future research as both may influence 
the way teams respond to challenges and opportunities with bricolage behaviours. 
The positive effects I find for team composition on bricolage and sales, suggests that 
firms flush from first sales success when engaged in bricolage, often rely on 
leveraging close relationships in which they have high levels of trust and 
commitment. These relationships provide important access to resource that are 
required to assist the firm to develop and grow. They also shape the assessments of 
resource combinations, influencing the innovativeness of the solution, enabling 
strong firm performance. 
Although our results have important implications for the further development 
of bricolage theory, I stress that these results represent only the initial steps in 
providing a greater understanding of team compositions and its influence in shaping 
bricolage and firm performance. Future research is planned to study different team 
compositional effects, and different types of relationships used, extending the initial 
research that outline network bricolage (Baker et al., 2003) as alternate moderators in 
bricolage and firm performance. It would also be interesting to test additional 
performance variables, including innovation, and outcomes at different levels of 
analysis of teams, e.g. individual satisfaction and task performance (Argote & 
McGrath, 1993) in future research. This chapter evaluated internal characteristics and 
their contingency effects on bricolage and firm performance. The next chapter 
(Chapter 6) explores bricolage actions and the generation of several inductively 
generated mechanisms which limit its effectiveness providing novel contributions for 




Table 5.3 Young firm Sample Description  
Main YF Sample (Wave 1) N= 559 
Gender Male 319 
Gender Female  240 
Ethnicity Indigenous 12 
Ethnicity European 465 
Ethnicity Asian 15 
Ethnicity Middle Eastern 2 
Ethnicity Mixed/Something Else 62 
Other Start Ups Experience 249 
Concurrent Business 126 
Industry Experience (Av) 14.68 
Management Experience (Av) 14.91 
Education High School Year 10
70
 88 
High School Year 12 112 
Diploma (TAFE) 129 
Education Bachelor  134 
Education  Post Graduate  76 
 
Table 5.4 Team Composition Description 
Variable Response  CAUSEE (W3) N=  325 
 
Size:   One Member/Solo 160 
 Two Member 139 
 Three Member 10 
 4+ Member 11 
Gender Composition 
1
 Mixed Gender 119 
 All Male  28 
 All Female  13 
Ethnic Composition
1
 Single Ethnicity  145 
 Multiple Ethnicities  15 
Industry Experience
1
  (Standard Deviation ) 32.646 
Management Experience
 1
 (Standard Deviation ) 29.388 
Relational composition 2 With spouse/live in partner 114 
 With non-spouse family member 8 
 
Friends Acquaintances currently 




Friends Acquaintances not  worked 
together previously 
15 
 Strangers prior to joining team 12 
1
 Excludes single own firms or firms that only have relevant data for a single owner. 
2
 Excludes single-owner firms. Indicates whether relationship is present for any pair of owners. 
                                                 
 
70
 Within CAUSEE a design change between the pilot and the main sample collection.   The pilot 
questionnaire offers the response categories 1=High School while this was separated into 2 categories 
in the W1 questionnaire in 5=High School Yr 10 and 6=High School Yr 12 in the main sample 
collection. 
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Table 5.5 Correlation Wave 3 n=153
  M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14. 15. 16. 17. 18. 19. 
1.Wave 3 Sales (Log) 5.05 1.32 1                   
2.Wave 1 Bricolage 31.84 5.02 .154
* 1                  
3. Team Relational Affilit. 3.41 1.65 -.189
** -.097 1                 
4. Team  Functional Diversity 3.11 1.57 .064 .364
** -.245** 1                
5.  Team Size 2.23 0.67 .131
* -.083 -.045 -.013 1               
6.   Services (dummy) 0.66 0.48 -.012 .008 -.061 .060 .053 1              
7.   Wave 1 Investment (Log) 4.46 1.14 .068 -.054 .003 .056 .048 -.210
** 1             
8.   Prior Sales_W2 865790 270016 .376
** -.041 .029 .076 .137 .030 .085 1            
9.   Gender 1.40 0.49 -.110 -.065 -.031 -.091 -.167
* .081 .047 -.129 1           
10.  Education 2.88 1.44 .142
* -.152* -.209** .142* .172* .038 .020 .101 -.053 1          
11.  Business Experience   12.00 13.33 .021 .234
** -.129 .102 .193** -.208** -.006 .110 -.032 .039 1         
12.  Management Exp 20.81 12.25 .037 .186
** -.108 .220** .167* -.092 .120 .103 .034 .068 .316** 1        
13.  Spousal Team 0.69 0.46 -.221
** -.011 .363** .014 -.510** -.005 -.034 -.082 .110 -.209** -.244** -.126 1       
14.  Innovativeness 2.44 2.12 .021 .189
** -.135* .185** .038 -.291** .073 -.081 .034 .066 .272** .104 -.069 1      
15.  Growth Expectation 0.19 0.39 -.012 .000 -.041 .027 .120 -.091 .040 .034 -.261
** .008 .199** -.032 -.160* .020 1     
16.  Health/Edu/Finance 0.26 0.44 .074 -.029 -.260
** .138* .112 .222** -.206** -.027 .035 .349** .006 .013 -.180* -.099 -.032 1    
17.   Construction/ Real Est. 0.15 0.36 .082 -.007 .141
* -.086 .142* .193** .074 .223** -.057 -.037 -.024 -.049 -.019 -.138* .022 -.251** 1   
18.   Retail Manufact Services 0.16 0.36 .078 -.058 .030 -.075 -.122 -.486
** .060 .039 .035 -.082 0.000 -.036 .104 .195** .058 -.257** -.181* 1  
19.   Other 0.54 0.50 -.132
* .023 .119 -.046 -.170* -.267** .115 -.133 -.046 -.281** .034 .051 .168* .121 .054 -.651** -.459** .152* 1 
N=160 * P<0.05, **P<0.01. 
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APPENDIX 5.1A. REVIEW OF THE HYPOTHESIS 
Appendix 5.1 Review of Hypothesis  
Hypothesis 
& Expected 












Pos (sig) *** Yes 
H2 








Pos (sig) * Yes 
†P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two-tailed). 
 
 
APPENDIX 5.1B. ROBUSTNESS TESTS 
Test Independent Curvilinear 
IV/Moderator 
Dependent Direction & Significance 
Independent Sample T 
Test and Size Effects 
Solo vs teams in 
use of bricolage 
None None t(1406)= -3.332 p=0.001 
Cohen’s d71=-0.177  
(Small effect)  
Test of spousal team as 
inclusion in Relat. 
Affiliation 
W1 Bricolage Relationship 
Affiliation 
W3 Sales Results held, though 
weakened moderation 
Tests of both moderators 
in model as controls 
W1 Bricolage  W3 Sales Bricolage pos sig at .05* 
Multicollinearity between 
Direct Effects 
   Checked VIF factors 
ranged 1.000 to 1.064 
indicating no collinearity 




Bricolage pos (Non Sig) 
Bricolage Relat pos sig at 
.05* 




Bricolage pos (Non Sig) 
Team Functional 
Diversity Pos (Non Sig) 
†P0.10 * P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<0.001 (two-tailed). 
  
                                                 
 
71
 Using means and standard deviations (refer Cohen, 1988). 
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 Bricolage Processes and Limits Chapter 6:
of Bricolage Action 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
In this chapter, I present the results of a longitudinal qualitative case study of 
four recently established service firms to understand how firms vary in their attempts 
to apply bricolage decisions to firm tasks in the midst of constraint. I explore steps 
which are typically less discussed in the bricolage literature through use of a 
framework which articulates the process and an in-depth evaluation of the 
relationship between these resource actions.  Within this framework I consider 
actions taken in bricolage and their application to tasks, and this allows me to 
inductively generate several mechanisms that influence bricolage effectiveness.  
 Applying inductive grounded theory approaches and utilising complexity and 
cognition literature, I conduct a qualitative longitudinal case study to identify how 
and why patterns of resource actions and mechanisms lead to ineffective bricolage 
(as defined by the entrepreneurs including descriptions of delays, obstacles, misfits of 
action, disappointment and/or regret within the bricolage process, dissatisfaction, 
challenges or failures of bricolage solutions). My case analysis provides insights into 
how the patterns and processes of resource actions limit bricolage effectiveness.  
I evaluate four specific actions in the bricolage process.  These include:  (a) 
gathering resources, (b) organising and managing resources
72
, (c) acts of resource 
combinations and experimentation with the resources on hand, and (d) decisions in 
resource enactment.  I explore how these shape bricolage ineffectiveness. There is 
limited research evaluating ineffective bricolage, and as a result, the present research 
provides novel contributions to bricolage theory by deliberately choosing “the path 
less followed” in current bricolage literature. 
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 Within a trove including sorting structuring, integrating and divesting resources. 
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6.2 BACKGROUND 
Bricolage, an emerging theory of entrepreneurial resourcefulness, is defined 
“as making do by applying combinations of the resources on hand to new problems 
and opportunities.” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 333). Current bricolage literature 
tends to focus on the benefits of using bricolage in response to resource-constrained 
environments, which enables firms to survive and even thrive despite such 
challenges. This positive conception of bricolage might in part reflect a romanticised, 
popular view of bricolage typified in the McGyver
73
 TV series or in Bear Grylls’s74 
wilderness survival programs. These bricoleurs create and implement unexpected 
ingenious solutions (Banerjee, 2014) to seemingly unsolvable problems from limited 
common materials—often in response to a crisis (Johansson & Oliason, 2007; 
Tierney, 2003; Weick, 1993) or an unexpected event (Ciborra, 1996; Styhre, 2009).  
In this chapter, I examine some of the infrequently studied actions of bricolage 
behaviour by taking a more fine-grained approach in evaluating bricolage processes. 
I explore mechanisms and actions which directly or indirectly facilitate or prevent 
effective bricolage actions and solutions.  A richer understanding of which 
mechanisms may influence and minimise bricolage effectiveness will lead to a 
delineation of important novel contingency effects within bricolage theory. For 
practice, this understanding will create opportunities for firms to set some potential 
prescriptive limits on ineffective bricolage actions, thereby increasing the likelihood 
of task completion, assisting early stage firm development. 
Few papers have theorised about the failure of bricolage (Chao, 1999) or about 
behaviours which lead to ineffective bricolage. The most notable exception is Baker 
and Nelson’s (2005) demonstration of how bricolage use across multiple domains75 
limits future growth opportunities. More specifically, their study outlines distinctive 
patterns of effective and ineffective use of bricolage by identifying “selective” versus 
“parallel” forms of bricolage. They found that firms which applied bricolage in a 
more judicious manner within limited domains (i.e. the “selective” form of bricolage) 
                                                 
 
73
 MacGyver was the lead character of an action adventure television series which ran (1985-1992).  
He typically created ingenious solutions to challenges.  For example, MacGyver created a fishing lure 
out of a chewing gum wrapper. 
74
 Bear Grylls is a UK survivalist who gets dropped into remote regions and survives difficult 
environments. 
75
 These domains were defined as inputs (physical, labour, skills), customers/markets, and institutional 
and regulatory markets (Baker & Nelson, 2005) 
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had continued firm growth. In contrast, simultaneous and indiscriminate application 
of bricolage across multiple domains was found to create parallel bricolage which 
limited firm growth. My research in this chapter is driven by the conviction that there 
are other actions that significantly limit bricolage effectiveness which have not been 
assessed previously in bricolage literature.  
This chapter seeks to extend the important work of Baker and Nelson (2005) 
by exploring actions within bricolage processes which are often implicit in current 
bricolage theorising. These actions include gathering resources, managing and 
holding them within the bricoleur’s trove (Baker & Nelson, 2005), evaluating 
resource recombinations for “fit” (Baird & Meshoulam, 1988) and the ways 
resources and tasks mutually adjust
76
 to each other (Feldman, 2004).  These actions 
may generate flawed bricolage attempts, reattempts and solutions.Consequently these 
create delays in subsequent actions within the trove, stifle task attempts and limit 
task completion.  
Bricoleurs, their resources and their task attempts differ in important ways, and 
these differences can be identified through more in-depth considerations of the 
bricolage process.  By exploring these unexplored actions more in depth I generate 
novel theoretical contributions to the field by outlining previously unexplored actions 
and mechanisms that limit effectiveness. This chapter is structured as follows. First, I 
evaluate common actions described in current bricolage theorising and develop my 
research questions through this assessment. I then consider the methods I employ in 
this research. In the final section I present the results generated from the case 
evidence and discuss the implications for both theory and practice. 
6.3 BRICOLAGE 
Bricolage was first introduced by structural anthropologist Lévi-Strauss (1966) 
as a theory of how tools and objects are ascribed meanings and how new meanings 
can be created by local actors through the recombination and transformation of 
materials at hand (Lévi-Strauss, 1966). Entrepreneurial bricolage defines some 
actions which are common across bricolage behaviours. 
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 A description of mutual adjustment is provided in section 2.24 in the resourcing literature. 
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6.3.1 Gathering Resources 
After assessing both the task and the resources on hand, an entrepreneur may 
find that the resource trove is insufficient or that a solution which can be created with 
the current resources simply won’t enable task completion. Previous literature has 
shown that, as a result, bricoleurs will often seek out assistance from existing 
relationships, and scavenge for cheap, distressed or degraded fallow resources (Baker 
& Nelson, 2005) in local environments which are then added to the trove for future 
use. Only limited work considers how bricoleurs identify and collect potentially 
valuable resources. This leads to the first set of research questions: 
 
 
6.3.2 Organising and Managing Resources in the Trove 
Bricolage often occurs in environments where resources are not available, 
difficult to source, or difficult to access (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Weick, 1993) 
ensuring the trove
77
 is a critical element in how bricoleurs remain resilient, persist 
and grow, despite their constraints. Bricoleurs commonly store within their resource 
trove (Stinchfield et al., 2013) a rich variety of objects, tools, materials and broad 
skills (Duymedjian & Rüling, 2010). Previous literature reveals that after scavenging 
cheap, disused resources, entrepreneurs often employ “coaxing behaviours whereby 
they attempt to ‘eke out’ additional service from these worn or failing resources” 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 347).  
The bricolage literature also describes cursory behaviours around the allocation 
or storage of resources (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Stinchfield et al., 2013). However, 
very limited work considers the ways in which these resources are organised and 
managed once they are collected (i.e. how the resources are collated, sorted, assessed 
for redundancy, structured and retained or discarded into the trove). Decisions 
surrounding these issues significantly shape the form and content of the trove and 
influence what is available for use in resource combinations (Sirmon et al., 2011). 
This leads to the second set of research questions: 
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 A trove is defined here as a collection of potentially valuable tools, objects and ideas for use in 
resource activities by entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial teams (Baker & Nelson, 2005; Stinchfield et 
al., 2013, p.892). These resources are retained by entrepreneurs for their past, current or future 
potential use. 
RQ3.1a.How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage assess and collect resources 
for the resource trove?   







6.3.3 Actions in Resource Combinations (Adjustment and Fit) 
Other common actions described in the bricolage literature involve tinkering 
with combinations or recombinations of resources for new purposes (Baker, 2007). 
Previous research outlines the following process of bricolage recombination: 
bricoleurs (1) select resources, (2) iteratively evaluate and refine ideas, (3) decide 
upon a final bundle of resources and (4) enact the finalised bundle of resources in 
response to opportunities and challenges (Desa & Basu, 2013). 
Owing to a predominance of early theorising around improvisation, much of 
the bricolage literature suggests that recombinations occur during acts of 
improvisation in which design and action converge (Moorman & Miner, 1998), 
implicitly suggesting compressed time frames (Weick, 1993) for bricolage 
recombination and enactment. Bricolage literature, however, typically does not 
discuss the ways bricoleurs assess and make decisions around resource combinations, 
the ways entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage might potentially get “caught up” in 
iterative actions, tinkering and tinkering yet never coming up with the “right” 
solution. 
Decisions on which resources are used in combinations are critical, as they 
shape the innovativeness of the solutions (relative to task requirements), further 
influencing a firm’s ability to create sales, develop and grow. Yet bricolage 
theorising only infrequently discusses more specific decisions and actions related to 
this internal “fit”78 (Baird & Meshoulam, 1989; Leavitt, 1965) or adjustment between 
a bricolage solution and the task. My analysis identifies four discrete elements which 
are implicit in creating a “solution”: (a) a resource (b) how a collection of resources 
are bundled/combinations, (c) the task and (d) actions determining the ways resource 
combinations  and  tasks  “meet  in  the  middle”  through  enactment  or  
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 Fit is defined here as “the degree to which the needs, demands, goals, objectives and/or structure 
of one component are consistent with the needs, demands, goals, objectives, and/or structure of 
another component” (Nadler & Tushman, 1980, p. 40). 
 
RQ3.2a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage organise resources within 
the resource trove? 




deployment.  More generally, bricolage theorising has concentrated on the first two 
elements, the resources and the novel combinations which are created in acts of 
tinkering and experimentation. Existing entrepreneurial bricolage literature describes 
tasks more in terms of their unexpectedness (Tierney, 2003) and, albeit less 
frequently, their attributes (for example, Baker, 2007, outlines tasks regarding 
renting and outfitting the toy store). 
In assessing the new venture activities outlined in the Comprehensive 
Australian Study for Entrepreneurial Emergence (CAUSEE; Davidsson et al., 2011) 
and similar new venture creation research (i.e. the Panel Study of Entrepreneurial 
Dynamics (PSED); Reynolds, 2011), I noted that like resources, task attributes can 
may be defined as relatively static and inflexible and, as a result, relatively 
straightforward (for example, lodging a business name with the government). Other 
tasks, however, are more malleable (for example, setting up marketing activities), 
implying various options for the task which provide opportunities for mutual 
adjustment (Feldman, 2004). The ways in which entrepreneurs assess resources and 
tasks and how they fit them or mutually adjust resources and tasks are described in 
the resourcing literature (e.g. Feldman & Worline, 2011), but are not typically 
described in bricolage theorising (for notable exceptions see Keating et al., 2013; 
Sonenshein, 2014). 
Bricolage literature often focuses on entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage “using 
a satisficing mode” (Simon, 1987) where “resource recombination stops as soon as 
the arrangement works” (Duymedjian & Clemens-Rüling, 2010, p. 140), implying 
some acceptable degree of adjustment or fit. Some studies have described bricolage 
actions as creating barely “good enough” solutions (Berchetti & Hulsink, 2006; 
Gundry et al., 2011), but even at this minimal level the job can get done. Current 
bricolage theorising does not include in-depth assessments of valuations of fit or 





RQ3.3a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage assess resources 
recombinations and the task
1
 in the creation of bricolage solutions? 




The flip side of just “good enough” in the final resource solution used to 
attempt a task is clearly “not good enough” when the resource solution is 
unsuitable, or does not fit the task. There is limited research on evaluating 
recombinations/task reattempts and their potential or actual failures and flaws. 
Bricolage actions may result in half starts, unsuitable bundles, task reattempts, 
stalled task attempts, or tasks that are attempted but then dropped. We extend 
current bricolage research by exploring resource combinations and assessments of 
bricolage solution fit to task attempts to determine the mechanisms which limit 




6.4.1  Empirical Setting 
I sought to understand why and how patterns of resource actions and 
mechanisms lead to ineffective bricolage. In 2009, when I first conducted the 
interviews, sustainability assessments in the Australian building and construction 
industry were a new, emerging market (Forbes & Kirsch, 2011) and were predicted 
to experience future exponential growth. The Australian Federal Government 
introduced mandatory minimum energy performance requirements in 2000 through 
the Building Code, which required any dwelling that was sold or leased to have an 
energy efficiency rating by 2013. The government also created several sustainability 
programs, such as the Green Loans program, to fuel new jobs in this sector. These 
actions provided abundant opportunities for entrepreneurs and new businesses to 
create and establish new firms. 
As this was an emerging industry, there was a lack of clear dominant logics 
(Purdy et al., 2009) within the markets, which provided both challenges (convincing 
businesses of the value of sustainability and combating market ideas concerning 
“green washing”; Laufer, 2003) and opportunities (creating positive change around 
sustainability). One of the entrepreneurs I interviewed explained the challenges of 
the emerging sustainability industry: “People don’t get it. We are interested in 
sustainability and people are like, ‘What the hell is that?’” Another entrepreneur 
stated, “People still don’t really know what to call me or what my job is. I think 
RQ3.4a. How do entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage enact their solutions in 
response to tasks? 
RQ3.4b. What patterns of bricolage enactment limit bricolage effectiveness 
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that’s because it’s an emerging area.” From 2009 to 2011, the emerging 
sustainability sector suffered several setbacks as a consequence of the global 
financial crisis and the unexpected closure of the federal government’s Green Loans 
program (which many recently established firms relied on to generate sales). As a 
consequence, hundreds of sustainability service firms closed, creating additional 
challenges for entrepreneurs trying to further establish themselves in their given 
markets. 
6.4.2 Sampling 
Initially, I continuously interviewed individuals from seven firms from the 
CAUSEE project over a period of two years to explore how patterns of resource 
actions lead to ineffective bricolage in task activities and why these occur. For this 
study’s sample, I used several criteria in addition to the criteria for inclusion in the 
CAUSEE project (according to which “young firms” had to be at most four years 
old, with sales exceeding expenses in the past 12 months) to establish a target case 
profile: (a) similarity within the industry (sustainability) and (b) differences in 
offerings (products vs. services). 
However, it quickly became apparent during data collection that the service 
firms had very different challenges, tasks, resources and opportunities than their 
product firm counterparts, and that they created different and often more flexible 
customised solutions (Amit & Schoemaker, 1993). Typically, the distinctive 
“surprising” ingenious solutions which are more often outlined in resourceful 
behaviours describe the combination of physical objects to produce tangible 
outcomes (e.g. Baker and Nelson, 2005, describe how Tim Grayson created a tomato 
greenhouse using the waste heat from the methane gas production on his farm). 
Service firms use different types of objects; they commonly use information and 
knowledge which are more malleable and suffer fewer limitations on their use.  
As a result, I chose to restrict my attention to service firms, rather than product 
firms, given a lack of research studying their behaviours and their overall importance 
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and contributions within the economy.
79 
Accordingly, this chapter focuses only on 
the four service firms. 
At the outset, I conducted scoping interviews with industry professionals and 
academics to develop an understanding of common opportunities, constraints and 
typical tasks completed by entrepreneurs in sustainability services. The most 
common constraint described in these scoping interviews involved difficulties in 
accessing financing, but the case interviews more frequently outlined a lack of time 
and human capital constraints. 
Table 6.1 describes the sample with details about the firm founders, including 
age, education and industry and start-up experience. It also provides firm 
characteristics, including size of staff, ownership structure, funding characteristics 
and core activities provided.
80  
At the beginning of the interview process, all four service firms were actively 
developing businesses in sustainability and were operating in local domestic markets. 
Both the CAUSEE data and the interview data indicated that the firms shared an 
intention to move to national and international markets within the next five years. 
Only Green Energy was successful in this respect; it was operating in several states 
by the end of the interview period.  
Two of the firms were established and run by female entrepreneurs; the other 
two were established by male entrepreneurs. All of these firms were created using 
personal funds with no outside investors. The case profiles indicate clear differences 
regarding experience in the industry and in entrepreneurship. In two cases, Tropical 
Design and Simply Sustainability, the founders began their firms during or 
immediately after completion of work in research institutions, whilst the founders of 
Green Energy and Advice Plus had 18 and 20 years of industry experience, 
respectively. 
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 For example, both the Fortune 500 and the Australian BRW Fast100 2013 lists include more 
service firms than product firms. In the CAUSEE survey, 56% of the firms in the random 
sample were service firms. 
80
 I have used aliases for the cases in order to maintain confidentiality. 
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During the course of data collection, two firms continued to complete tasks and 
grow, while the other two firms were less successful in task attempts and eventually 
stalled. The stalled firms kept their firm websites and contact details live, which to 
all intents and purposes ensured the market still viewed their firms to be continuing 
even though no business activities occurred during the remainder of the interview 
period. Firms which are “perennially still trying rather than succeeding or failing” 
(Carter et al., 1996) are typically less studied in the entrepreneurship literature and 
are often eliminated during empirical tests owing to their potential to confound 
results (e.g. Brush et al., 2008). But these stalled firms provide unique opportunities 
to study ineffective bricolage behaviours and as such are kept in this research.   
6.4.3 Data Collection 
Given the theory-building nature of this study and my interest in formulating 
in-depth assessments of actions over time, I considered a longitudinal case study 
design to be most appropriate (Yin, 2009). I conducted multiple interviews with each 
entrepreneur (or in one case, the founding team involved in the firm) over a period of 
two years. The initial interviews were at the firm location and were unstructured, 
focusing on the backgrounds of the entrepreneurs to get a sense of the preexisting 
knowledge, skills and experiences they had “on hand” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 
555) to apply to firm tasks. The next iteration of interviews focused on firm creation 
and the ways resources were gathered and used. Subsequent interviews focused on 
capturing current firm processes using event-based approaches (Ven de Ven, 2007) 
which revealed the events (or in this case, tasks) and the resource responses as they 
unfolded during the interview process. 
During the data collection period, I also employed a short-answer approach 
(Lichtenstein & Brush, 2001) in which I emailed questions regarding firm changes in 
months when the firms were not being interviewed. The responses were added to the 
interview guide and explored in subsequent interviews. As a result, as the interviews 
progressed, the questions became more structured owing to a better understanding of 
the firm and the development of theoretical themes (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005). I then 
used the information from these interviews to develop a case profile including a 
timeline of tasks, resource responses and task outcomes.   
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More than 386 pages of single-spaced transcripts were produced from the 
interviews
81
, which averaged 60 minutes in length. Beginning with the second 
interview, I used Skype to contact the firms and recorded and transcribed all 
interviews.  
Using the interview transcripts, CAUSEE responses and secondary data 
including CAUSEE data, business plans and marketing materials, I created a case 
profile to identify tasks and associated resource responses (see Appendix 6.1, 6.2 
provides overview of data collected). In this chapter I only report the bricolage 
results. 
6.4.4 Data Analysis 
Before I commenced coding, I conducted a review of the research questions 
generated from omissions in the extant literature (refer to Chapter 2 for more details) 
to make sense of some potential theoretical dimensions, linked to the research 
questions that may inform the way I assessed the interview data. During this 
evaluation, specific bricolage actions were noted. These include (a) gathering 
resources, (b) managing the trove, (c) recombination of resources, (including 
assessing suitability of fit and mutual adjustments necessary for resources and tasks) 
and (e) enacting the final solution. This process
82
 is outlined in Figure 6.1. 
 
Figure 6.1 Framework for this Research 
 
                                                 
 
81
 This is for service firms. 
82
 Process is defined here as actions employed to complete tasks, rather than a step by step approach. 
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I employed several structured steps in the data analysis, following established 
techniques of inductive theory building (Denzin & Lincoln, 2005; Glaser, 1978; 
Miles & Huberman, 1994). As I collected the initial data, I wrote firm profiles for 
each case. I then began looking for themes within these actions which illustrate the 
ways resources were used and for similarities and differences in these responses 
across firms, using constant comparison techniques (Glaser & Strauss, 1967) which 
are used in inductive theory-building research (Gioia et al., 2013; Miles & 
Huberman, 1994). I conducted four primary steps in the data analysis when 
comparing bricolage and task responses: (1) I outlined first-order codes, (2) I 
identified subtheoretical categories, (3) I identified theoretical dimensions and (4) I 
aggregated theoretical dimensions within the data (Gioia et al., 2013; Shepherd & 
Williams, 2014). 
I began the analysis using “open coding” (Locke, 2001) in which I used NVivo 
10 software to help organise and analyse the data. I then began to identify tasks, 
constraints and opportunities using constant comparison techniques (Glaser & 
Strauss, 1967), refining the codes over time as I assessed and reassessed the data. 
Through this “recursive, process-orientated procedure” (Locke, 1996, p. 240), 
specific important categories emerged. I then moved from open coding to more 
abstract coding of the data into theoretical categories and subcategories in steps 2 and 
3 of the analysis (Shepherd & Williams, 2014). Through these steps I began to 
identify common themes within and between cases (Goia et al., 2013). In the final 
step of the analysis, I considered the relationships between the categories in the 
original framework for analysis and more abstract themes developed through the 
analysis. This enabled me to create a more comprehensive framework which linked 
the categories and themes that emerged from the data (Goia et al., 2013; Shepherd & 
Williams, 2014). I further elaborate the framework in the Findings section which 
follows. 
The cross-case analysis revealed differences in the patterns of bricolage 
behaviour related to task activities. Figures 6.2 to 6.4 illustrates these patterns of 
behaviours and Table 6.2 to 6.4 provides representative quotes about both the 
bricolage activities and the resulting mechanisms. Overall, the results reveal that the 
mechanisms which were inductively generated were neither good nor bad in 
themselves, but rather, it was the extent of these actions within the bricolage that led 
188 
to ineffective bricolage actions. My findings of indiscriminate use of these 
mechanisms within bricolage are similar to those of Baker and Nelson (2005), but 
my study looks at the application of bricolage through specific tasks rather than 
higher-level bricolage domains (e.g. Environmental institutional/regulatory 
domains). As such, I identify distinct novel mechanisms by evaluating micro level 
bricolage
83 
actions and tasks (see Table 6.4). 
6.5 FINDINGS 
6.5.1 Resource Gathering (RQ3.1a) 
Figure 6.2 illustrates the data structure composed of first-order codes, 
theoretical sub-categories and aggregate theoretical dimensions that emerged from 
the data (Goia et al., 2013) for RQ3.1a. and Table 6.2 provides representative quotes 
for the results. 
Initially, I evaluated how bricoleurs gathered resources, paying close attention 
to how bricoleurs accessed resources. The entrepreneurs I studied who engaged in 
bricolage literally begged, borrowed and “stole.” The case evidence indicates a range 
of behaviours: sourcing advice from friends, accessing distressed resources from the 
local council dump and sourcing objects from established network partners. For 
example, the founder of Green Energy created his firm by taking clients and 
information from his previous work after the business failed.  
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 I used several criteria to delineate patterns of action which I consider bricolage or resource 
seeking.  These include making do, using what’s on hand, creative recombination attempts which 
often use cheap scavenged resources or accessed through pre-existing relationships (Baker et al., 
2003; Baker & Nelson, 2005) and applying novel solutions to tasks through these actions (Baker, 
2007). These criteria differentiate bricolage from the more traditional structured resource-seeking 
actions of what Desa and Basu (2013) designate as optimisation, where individuals acquire 
“standard resources that have proven capabilities for the specific application for which the resource 




6.5.2 Patterns Limiting Bricolage Effectiveness: Gathering Resources (RQ3.1b) 
Several patterns emerged through my inductive theorising which limited 
bricolage effectiveness in gathering resources.  The most striking pattern was 
divergent thinking: complex resource evaluations: thinking most objects have 
multiple applications and as a result are valuable, novel and/or critical to the collect. 
Divergent thinking (Guilford, 1968; Runco, 1991) applied indiscriminately in 
resource assessments led to very high
84
 levels of resource gathering, creating 
recursive patterns of broad resource assessments in two of the firms that were 
studied.  
Divergent thinking is critical for creating innovative ideas in bricolage and for 
generating multiple creative solutions (Guilford, 1968; Runco, 1991). But haphazard 
application of divergent thinking in the majority of assessments gave entrepreneurs 
very broad ideas about what particular resources could potentially do. All manner of 
tools, ideas, objects and knowledge were collected—including imperfect tools—
simply because they were available, or cheap or free.  
Another minor pattern found was the impact of networks and their offers of 
resources: two of the firms decided to wait for specialist resources that were offered 
through their known networks (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990) which were free, yet very 
difficult to access, creating delays.  
In summary, as a result of these complex resource valuations that occurred 
through divergent thinking, the entrepreneurs engaged in habitual resource gathering 
(particularly around information searches).  This ensured increasing numbers and 
varieties of resources that provided a large amount of diverse potentially valuable for 
use in current tasks, or to be stored in the trove for future tasks.  This became 
problematic when making assessments in how to organise resources in the trove.  
Attempts to integrate a moving feast of ideas, objects and tools took time, and further 
limited bricolage actions. 
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 As defined by the entrepreneur. 
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“I didn't have Internet at home. I would go to my parents when I 
was working.” Simply Sustainability 
 
“When I left the firm I was working for, I told them I was taking 
copies of my reports and my work. But I also, of course, I [took] 
those clients that I used to work with.” Advice Plus 
 
[Part time student resource use] “I made an arrangement with her 
that she would provide some of her own equipment, like a lap top 




“And if there was, something or other that I was missing, I'd 
probably go try and find it. As you need it you sort of go and 
sniff around and find [the resource].” 
Green Energy 
 
“Yeah I like to go around the throw outs and pick up the things I 
need.  [I’ll pick it up] if it suits a particular tinkering project which 
I'm engaged in.”  Advice Plus 
 
“They  were  leftovers  from  the  Green  Loans  program,  which  
was  a  federal program [that closed unexpectedly].” Green Energy 
Process 
(Scale) 
“You end up with huge bundles of information which might be 
useful”. Advice Plus 
 
“Through this process I've been amassing a huge library of research 




“When I just started, I was pulling the material off websites, 
cutting and pasting from all sorts of places.” Advice Plus 
Process 
(Search) 
“[In September] we were trying not to [collect resources] because 
we were getting so caught up in [it] rather than just sitting down 
and writing [the brief].” Simply Sustainability 
 
“The job itself was probably worth a week of my time and I 
probably spent at least a day and a half when you add it all 




“Some tools could be used for anything… There are certain 





“The business network had the offering of a mentor.  You had to 
be in existence for a year.  So in that first year it wasn't open to 
us. When our year was up we took up that option [of a free 
[specialist] mentor.  The beauty of this program is that there's a 
coordinator who identifies your need and finds a mentor that matches 
that [specific need].  ” Simply Sustainability 
Table 6.2 Excerpt of Representative Quotes (Gathering) 
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6.5.3 Resource Organisation and Management within Trove (RQ3.2a) 
The case analysis indicated a broad range of resources and actions within the 
trove.  Common resources, for example, across all firms were files of prior work, 
computers, software, telephones, office chairs, manila folders, scanner/printers, 
marketing pamphlets, customer databases, business cards, established relationships. 
Similar to the findings of Baker and Nelson (2005), the bricoleurs typically 
possessed a large trove
85
. As these firms were service firms, many described salient 
information as coming from prior projects or completed works, stored in either 
physical folders or computer files. Figure 6.4 illustrates the inductive results. 
6.5.4 Patterns Limiting Bricolage Effectiveness: Trove (RQ3.2b) 
During the thematic analysis I found prior decisions in divergent thinking 
continued to play a role in the ways resources were organised in the trove i.e. the 
ways entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage allocate, sort, structure and divest resource). 
As a result of these resources being assigned multiple attributes (Foss et al., 2007), 
bricoleurs were often “stuck” in making decisions on exactly where to put these new 
resources and how to integrate them in the trove.  
As a result, these entrepreneurs considered multiple locations for the resources 
in the trove (e.g. for files, do I store them by location, by date, project or potential 
future work). Attempts at structuring resources were problematic, with firms 
describing their resource structure in terms of “piles” or “clumps.” Three of the four 
entrepreneurs contritely acknowledged their resource troves were a “mess.”  
Attempts to sort out the clutter were problematic and, as a result, the 
entrepreneur would often go on to other things. This lack of structure within the trove 
often created additional challenges particularly in cases that infrequently got rid of 
resources. Sandy from Tropical Plus, for example, rarely got rid of things for fear of 
throwing out resources that might be potentially “valuable”. Limited divestment 
increased the sheer volume of the trove with odds and ends, scraps of information, 
tools and materials from prior projects and research stifling continuing actions in 
bricolage. 
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 Typically, the most commonly resources were prior proposals, past work and information on 
sustainability that were stored on computers, and with cloud storage this enables large amounts of 






Figure 6.3 Examples of limited resource allocation and structure within the trove. 
 
A further pattern emerged during my assessments of how resources were organised 
in the trove I originally coded as “things that don’t belong here (in the trove)”. I 
noted two categories of resources
86
 which had limited utility to current or future task, 
owing to their limited relevant attributes: which I define as personal and sentimental 
resources.  Personal resources were not used for business activities yet were in the 
trove (e.g. personal spending on business credit cards).   
The second category of resources described in the interviews, were sentimental 
resources which possessed limited utility for current (or future) tasks
87
. These items 
included old photos, assignments from university (circa 15 years ago), laminated 
awards and physical objects from old projects (Furby, 1978; Richins, 1994). Both 
personal resources and sentimental objects increased the size of the trove and 
demanded more time spent in various resource organising activities including 
divestment practices (e.g. bank statement reconciliation and separating personal from 
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 Defined as having limited applicability to resources to tasks (including current and future tasks). 
87
 Whilst these resources possessed limited utility to current or future tasks, or limited economic 
exchange opportunities, the memories and experiences associated with these resources (e.g. photos) 
could not be bought at any price. 
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business activities), and sorting activities (photos, and assigning them to files). Both 
created more “stuff”, leading to trove ambiguity. 
Trove Ambiguity 
Firms that exhibited limited organisation of existing resources often created 
more work for themselves as they had to sift through the jumble or piles of 
information to find specific resources or complete tasks which required these 
resources. Salient resources were not applied, as they were often lost or too difficult 
to source or apply, further limiting bricolage actions (particularly in acts of 
recombination and experimentation).  
In summary, I found that both a lack in organisation and irrelevant contents 
created trove ambiguity: it just wasn’t clear for some entrepreneurs how to manage 
the resources limiting bricolage effectiveness.  This created unnecessary delays, 
limiting the ability to effectively enact bricolage for tasks, minimising sense making 
in understanding the relationships between the resources, limiting bricolage 
outcomes. The data structure and theoretical dimensions that emerged from my 
inductive theorising are illustrated in Figure 6.4 and Table 6.3 provides 
representative quotes.  
6.5.5 Resource Recombination Actions (RQ3.3a) 
When evaluating resource combination activities, the most common themes 
that inductively emerged were resource patching (Siggelkow, 2002) and reuse of 
prior proposals, contracts and information. Each proposal typically had some unique 
aspect concerning customer specifications or a changed novel process of completing 
tasks. Firms that were less effective in recombinations typically had a large number 
of iterations or recombinations they attempted. This occurred as a result of 
uncertainty and attempts to better understand their resources. This typically created 








Table 6.3 Excerpt of Representative Quotes (The Trove) 
Category Representative Quotations 
Characteristics 
(Capacity) 
“You’ve got people sitting on top of other people, really, so they need to get some space, 
and it’s a pretty scungy little place.” Green Energy 
 
“I've now come to a crunch of basically running out of hard disk, hard drive,[in the] 
computer. I've now got a new hard drive - external hard drive - and I've got the computer 
running to normal speed again.” Advice Plus 
Characteristics 
(Structure) 
“On a day to day basis it works as a pile. It’s not even in the folder, it’s just within the 
sleeve, so you can find it. Because I have a fan going, so there is a rock on top of it, and 
there is some other stuff down the side.” Tropical Design 
 
“It's really messy. Really, really messy.” Advice Plus 
 
It's constantly morphing from one mess into another, so it's constantly moving. You've 
tacked it on or deleted it or something like that so it's out of date. I think we're getting 
more [structured] with each time.” Green Energy 
Management 
(Categorisation) 
“I’ve had multiple attempts [at categorizing]. I’ve never completed it. Every time you start 
to narrow it down it interrupts your other filing system[s]. So you organise a new filing 
system.” Tropical Design 
Management 
(Sorting) 
I've re-organised my space. I've cleaned out 10,000 heaps of junk. I've been through every 
back file. I've been through every piece of research and reorganised it. It's a major clean- 
up for me. I've thrown out boxes and boxes of stuff: old financial records; old university 
notes; old stuff. I've reorganised the bookcases and I have recommissioned my filing 
drawers so that that's all up to date. Advice Plus 
 
“But that's usually in a clean-up email kind of phase(lol) where you go Oh my God its just 
ridiculous let’s start going through this stuff.” Tropical Design 
Management 
(Divestment) 
“At the end of a project [there is a pile] but you can’t quite get rid of it. [It just] sits there 
and you think there’s probably gold [i.e. valuable information] in that.” Tropical Design 
“We’re Hoarders.” Simply Sustainability 
Trove Ambiguity 
(Lost Resources) 
“A lot of the research material that's been accumulated, wasn't useful because it wasn't 
organised, so I couldn't lay my hands on things”. Advice Plus 
 




“There are still some things have a huge meaning for me in memory if you go somewhere 
and find something there which you keep a sort of that will always remind you of it. And 
for me personally I had these little things which I keep if I want to re-establish my 




“I still have a credit card as our business account.  So there's always a lot of personal stuff 
in there. We have always entered every single thing we've bought on card so we've got 
[business] software there that demands everything for the entity so that we can reconcile 
the business accounts. The amount of time that actually goes into [finance] is 
phenomenal.” Tropical Design 
 
“I’m separating out business versus personal. And it’s also simplifying it, because I don’t 





6.5.6 Patterns Limiting Bricolage Effectiveness Recombination Activities 
(RQ3.3b) 
Seeking to understand how these delays occurred, I noted three interrelated 
mechanisms limiting recombination completion: ambiguity and uncertainty in 
resources, where they were located (trove) and specificities of the task. Divergent 
thinking influenced resource evaluations and as a consequence of seeing so many 
valuable resources and alternate solutions, the bundle of resources were half 
complete and acts of recombination stalled. Again, I note a minor pattern of waiting 
for resources from their pre-existing networks delaying recombination attempts. 
Further, the entrepreneurs who engaged in bricolage with limited sense making 
about where the “right” resources were (i.e. the location of resources within the 
trove) and a poor understanding of task requirements (i.e. what they needed to do to 
complete the task) for combination activities were led to bundle, test and retest 
innumerable resource combinations. Owing to these ambiguities, they selected and 
tried imperfect resources, but more often than not, the resources simply couldn’t be 
used to get the job done. The end result was that few solutions were finalised. This in 
turn meant that more time was “wasted” by going back to an untidy trove to select 
other resources, to try something else, resulting in challenges with understanding 
resource– task fit and the ways resources and tasks mutually adjust. 
6.5.7 Bricolage Solution: (Meet in the Middle) Resource/Task Enactment” 
(RQ3.4a) 
The challenges as a result of ambiguity, limited sense making further stymied 
effective bricolage attempts in assessing the ways resources could be used in tasks, 
and as a result there were misjudgements about resource–task fit and errors with 
respect to mutual adjustment. Some bricoleurs persevered in attempts to build a 
solution to challenges they did not understand well, while others dropped tasks. It 
was often difficult for them to reattempt tasks owing to time constraints; they simply 
didn’t have the time to retrace their steps to consider what they had tried before or 
how relevant the current resource bundle was to the task. Most instances of dropped 
tasks occurred as a consequence of the ambiguity and were not reattempted. This 
often led to further challenges in half- attempted tasks in the trove which were 
temporarily left in the clutter (though often never returned to).  
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Figure 6.5 Resource Task Enactment 
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Table 6.4Table of Representative Quotes  
 
Category Representative Quotations 
Recombination 
Resource Reuse 
“[We completed] a sustainable living in the city program. We did all the 
data analysis and so forth with that but we gained a lot from it we also 
then had access to all the data. But we can now trott out all that 
information beyond that program we can use that information to build new 
products and services.” Green Energy 
Recombination 
Resource Patching 
“The major resource that I work from now is the whole bunch of data that 
I've assembled for all the different projects I've done in the last several 




“It’s actually a specialised sort of design and documentation.  And, 
although that takes a bit of [time] it gives you a bigger slice of the cake.” 
Advice Plus 
Ambiguity Task “I took on a very complex project, which really I didn't understand at the 
time. The task involved so many different players. That ended up being a 
problem.” Tropical Design 
 
“A big job can have multiple layers of tasks that are interrelated and 
those are the most difficult jobs.” Advice Plus 
 
And also because lack of a clear direction.” Green Energy 
Ambiguity 
Resource/Task 
“You haven't discovered anything else because you can only process a 
certain amount of information at a certain point.” Tropical Design 
 
"We haven't got a contract signed for next year yet, so we're still a little 
bit unsure as to how big we'll be. We'll base our move on our sense of 
certainty around that, if that makes sense". Green Energy 
 
“What is holding me up is the complexity of what I’m trying to do 
[putting together elements of a website].” Advice Plus 
 
“At the back of your mind, you [are thinking about] x, y, and z. It actually 
makes it harder sometimes because you're throwing up all these other 
variables [you] need to manage.” Tropical Design 
 




“When tasks didn’t go the way I expected them to I would just move 
on to new tasks. “Tropical Design 
 
“My intention is to meet with her regularly but soon as you have got 
work on your plate that slides…that gets pushed aside.” Tropical Design 
 
“I have identified [opportunities and I] have just run out of time and 
not [followed through].” Tropical Design 
 
“There are tools that I've developed which I'm now not using…There 
were projects and avenues I was going down which then just got dropped. 
[For example] you’ve done some service development ideas and maybe 
some costings and market research but it will just fall off the radar, not 
likely to go ahead. It’s such a waste.” Tropical Design 
Attempts 
Reattempts 
“But yeah, yeah when you’re busy you sort of reduce your, your front, you 
know getting the pipeline organized and then, of course, because of that 
you then get less busy in time and then you go, oh my God [we’ve dropped 
the ball].” Green Energy 
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6.5.8 Patterns Limiting Bricolage Effectiveness Task Enactment (RQ3.4b) 
All cases engaged in hands-on tinkering and vicarious learning (Kolb, 1984) in 
attempts to develop broad self-taught skills (Baker & Nelson, 2005) around 
resources, typically to reduce uncertainty within bricolage activities. Firms that 
experienced uncertainty in understanding resource scope, the location of resources 
and task created a “perfect storm” where bricolage behaviours took much longer than 
they expected.  Given the time constraints and sustainability aspirations to “really 
make an impact” They often attempted to engage multiple tasks at the same time. 
One pattern that emerged was a lack of discipline and focus within these activities, 
often becoming side tracked by the potential of a new customer or new opportunities, 
and as a result they went on to other things. In other instances the entrepreneurs 
attempted a task, and after an initial failure in trying to put together a solution, they 
did not try again, instead making other choices. The challenges for resource 
combination outlined above were also problematic for resource task enactment. The 
founding team at Tropical Design, for example, just couldn’t see how a particular 
combination was working, so she moved on to the next task. 
The firms did manage to complete a range of tasks. There was, however, 
limited consistency in patterns of particular types of functional tasks leading to the 
half starts or dropped attempts (Figure 6.5 provides examples of tasks relative to 
outcomes). Often these were more a result of things “just slipping off my plate” or 
distractions concerning new innovations or clients. In some cases, the entrepreneurs 
considered bricolage tasks as failures. For example, Simply Sustainability produced 
some product ideas to showcase at a sustainability conference, but these did not 
generate any new business leads or interest. 
The majority of bricolage solutions were enacted successfully for particular 
tasks, in some cases often providing temporary respite from the challenge until the 
business grew to a sufficient size for the entrepreneurs to feel that they could afford 
to buy a more appropriate solution. One example was Green Energy’s use of an 
open-source software program as a customer relationship management system which 
did not quite fit the firm’s reporting requirements. After winning a major contract 
and setting up an interstate office, Green Energy bit the bullet and bought the more 
expensive version which was more easily modified for tasks. Most respondents 
expressed the joys of small wins and new contracts, the owner of Tropical Expertise 
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reported being positively surprised by the skills and expertise of a trial student 
member, and overall, the entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage were proud of the 
services they provided and often celebrated small completed tasks (especially tasks 
which generated sales). Figure 6.5 and Table 6.4 provides an outline of the data and 
theoretical dimensions that emerged during the analysis of resource/task enactment 
and Table 6.5 illustrates tasks and the ways they were enacted. 






“By theoretically impressing one part of the 
supply chain you would then be able to move 











“We did all the data analysis and we gained 
a lot from it. But we can now trot out all of 
that Green information beyond that program 
… we use that information to build new 
products and services.” (Green Energy) 
“I put together this research document. 
That research document I’ve then since 
improvised into a [new] paper which was 
looking at how you have cost efficiencies 
in construction. And then I used [it] to 
explain to them [clients] what they 
needed.” (Tropical Design) 
Internal: Strategy Combination: Making 
Do 
“A matter of being able to take time out of 
the business to work on the business itself 
and it’s really difficult when you are 
running as hard as you can to actually go 
ahead and do that.” (Green Energy) 
External: Family Access Resources “Well, what kept [the business] going was 
basically a substantial loan from my brother 
based on a series of credit cards for 50 days’ 
credit. Basically, I borrowed from my 
brother.” 
Later interview: “No, I haven’t paid my 
brother. It’s not creating a problem yet, but 
I will pay him and we’re okay.” (Advice 
Plus) 
 
External: Suppliers Making Do Networks “I didn’t proceed, but it was very 
interesting to have an inside lead on the 
effect of this legislation [through existing 
suppliers].” (Advice Plus) 
External: Competitor Making Do Networks Putting a proposal submission together with 
competitors: “And then, I think it just 
became obvious that unless they really 
came on board and opened up, it wasn’t 
going to happen. So, then they sort of got 
into it and [it worked] reasonably well.” 
(Green Energy) 
Task Resource Response Representative Quote 
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Table 6.5 Task Activities within the Trove 
6.6 DISCUSSION 
The case evidence suggests various mechanisms that lead to ineffectiveness in 
bricolage processes. A discussion of these findings follows. 
6.6.1 Resource Gathering 
Current entrepreneurial bricolage literature suggests that bricoleurs need to be 
imaginative in ascribing meanings to resources and to consider new possibilities in 
both identifying and using resources (Lévi-Strauss, 1966). Similar to Guilford’s 
Alternative Uses Tasks (1968) and Wallas and Kogan’s Creativity Tests (1965), 
firms engaged in bricolage which apply divergent thinking come up with many 
possible uses for common objects and tools. But while some imagination is required 
to create novel bricolage solutions, applying indiscriminate divergent thinking limits 
bricolage effectiveness through repeated resource gathering patterns of behaviours. 
As such, the role of divergent thinking (Guilford, 1986) has not been linked to 
specific bricolage action previously, providing novel contributions to bricolage 
literature. These results suggest the need for some balance in the amount of divergent 
thinking used in bricolage through a measured approach. This may enable firms to 
create novel “ingenious” bricolage solutions (Honig et al., 2014) and  yet limit  the  
interruptions  typically  experienced  when  divergent  thinking  is  used  to  excess. 
Internal: Functional– 
Planning 
Gather/Access Free State 
Government Support 
[Business planning at start-up] “I also got a 










“One of those piles is a mess around 
superannuation, annual tax, needing 
to get processed.” (Tropical Design) 
“[In setting up my finance software] I 










Trove: Making Do 
(No Staff) 
“If you consider staff as a resource, we 
allowed one of our training experts, if 
you like, to go across to work for a [not-
for-profit] and help them.” (Green 
Energy) 
“I suppose we are very well aware of our area 
of interest and our competencies. If we are 









“But overall, I was reasonably successful in 
just saying, ‘You know, I don't want to 
spend my life in front of a photo copier.’ 
Just trying it on, really.” (Advice Plus) 
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Waiting for access to specialised resources
88
 from pre-existing network partners also 
limited bricolage effectiveness resource collection activities. Commonly, the 
bricolage literature describes improvisational bricolage in which design and 
execution converge (e.g. Miner et al., 2003), where it is a “continuum of moving 
moments of creativity and performance” (Milne-Home, 2015) which implicitly 
suggests stalled behaviours are less likely to occur. The case results provide novel 
contrary evidence to this assumption. 
6.6.2 Management of the Trove 
Organising Resources (Allocating, Sorting, Structuring, Integrating and Divesting) 
Previous studies in the organisation of resources and the ways resources are 
stored and managed have been mostly descriptive (Baker & Nelson, 2005; 
Stinchfield et al., 2013) and have not considered the consequences of actions in 
organising resources in bricolage on early stage firm performance. Challenges in 
how resources were stored, created cluttered troves with limited structure. The case 
evidence shows that divergent thinking during resource collection created further 
difficulties in resource allocation and combination activities, limiting bricolage 
effectiveness. Whilst bricolage theory in the past has typically focused on 
improvisational actions (Baker et al., 2003; Cunha et al., 2009; Miner et al., 2001), a 
diverse cluttered trove with missing resources does little to create opportunities for 
improvisational bricolage, owing to the difficulty of finding the right resources 
quickly, which leads to ineffective bricolage actions. Further, as a result of this 
disorganisation, resource divestment practices were obscured. 
Prior bricolage literature does not describe divestment practices. This results 
are a novel contribution to the bricolage literature and though counterintuitive: why 
would you get rid of resources whilst facing constraint?  Case evidence suggests that 
more often than not, limited divestment of a diverse trove creates challenges in sense 
making (Simon, 1957) and recombination activities. The results suggest the way 
resources are stored matters and that some limited structure is required for the 
                                                 
 
88
 Prior bricolage literature has previously described notions of specialised resources and their value in 
high technology contexts (e.g.HR talent Banerjee & Campbell, 2009) but the case results reveal that 
specialised resources has significance in all types of firms and highlights network bricolage actors and 
their influence. 
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effective management of the trove. Divestment plays a valuable role in reducing 
ambiguity and disorganisation in the trove of resources. 
Trove contents are also important when they influence and create additional 
(unnecessary) actions in managing resources. Irrelevant resources has not been 
described in previous bricolage theorising, which implicitly assumes (comparable to 
resourcing theory, Feldman, 2004) that all resources kept within the trove are 
potentially valuable and available for use to apply to firm tasks. My findings suggest 
that this is not the case. These resources create inefficiencies in bricolage actions 
around the unnecessary handling of resources. More research needs to occur in these 
important dimensions of trove and bricolage behaviours.  
6.6.3 Resource Recombination 
The case results in this study indicate that ambiguity in resources their location 
and tasks reduces a bricoleur’s capacity to create appropriate bricolage responses, as 
a consequence of limited sense making (Simon, 1957). This challenges the work of 
Wergliner et al. (2009), who suggest that bricolage may be a relevant tool for 
complex tasks in IT settings. Task ambiguity is infrequently discussed in the 
bricolage literature, and even then typically only in relation to improvisational 
bricolage (Cunha et al., 2009). Patterns may differ in “just a sketch” notions of 
planned bricolage (Baker, 2007), and additional research is needed to better explain 
this important mechanism shaping bricolage actions. Different types of ambiguity 
may be important moderators which shapes the relationship between bricolage and 
various firm outcomes (e.g. innovation or firm performance) differently. Future 
research could consider such themes. 
6.6.4 Resource Task Enactment 
Resource–task enactment evaluations illustrated a ripple effect of the limiting 
impact of ambiguity and uncertainty in combination attempts. As a result 
entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage suffered challenges with resource–task alignment 
(fit) and mutual adjustment limiting bricolage effectiveness and task completion. 
Distracted Engagement 
The final mechanism that emerged was distracted engagement (Dance, 2013). 
This novel finding extends prior research that acknowledges the creative, messy 
iterative actions of bricolage (Krueger, 2009) to suggest that entrepreneurs engaged 
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in bricolage need to be engaged and not distracted during bricolage actions. Weick 
(2010, p. 546) views mindfulness as a “rich awareness of discriminatory detail”. By 
remaining mindful during various bricolage actions, entrepreneurs engaged in 
bricolage may reduce the time to create bricolage solutions. Overall this finding 
suggests bricolage activities demand some minimal focus and mindfulness to create 
successful ingenious novel bricolage solutions. 
 




Figure 6.6 Inductively generated mechanisms are outlined in the new framework. 
6.7 FUTURE RESEARCH 
The results of the qualitative study provide several streams of future research. 
First, it would be interesting to explore dimensions of pre-existing relationships and 
the ways they shape resource gathering activities and access to resources more 
generally.  Existing relationships influence the scope and scale of the resources on 
hand, but do they also influence how they are used?  What role does benevolence, 
gratitude and reciprocity (Faulk & Fischbacher, 2006) have in shaping resource 
 Divergent 
Thinking 
 Ambiguity in 









decisions in network bricolage?   How does the temporary use
89
 of network resources 
impact bricolage and firm performance?  Does this create an impetus to more quickly 
engage in the finding solutions or benefit the firm in other ways?   Other 
opportunities exist to explore the trove and the ways resources are organised, 
integrated and the assessments of resource divestment.  This may be critical to 
understand in other types of entrepreneurship practices, particularly in mergers and 
acquisitions in growth firms who use bricolage. How do firms make decisions around 
resource integration and divestment, if bricolage is promoted within the new entity as 
one critical way to innovate?  In recombination activities, the results reveal a role of 
uncertainty and ambiguity that limit effectiveness.  Of the three dimensions 
identified (resources, trove and tasks) which has the greatest impact in bricolage 
actions (for better or for worse)?  More work needs to be done in this important 
research domain.  Finally, prior research has indicated the potential links between 
novelty and the goal pursuit theory of self-regulatory focus in entrepreneurial 
processes (Brockner et al., 2004). While this is beyond the scope of the current study, 
it would be interesting to explore how bricoleurs learn to self-regulate in resource 
responses to salient tasks. I plan to explore such ideas in future work. 
6.8  CONCLUSION 
The results of this study present several novel mechanisms and action which 
limit bricolage effectiveness. It also offer insights for entrepreneurs to consider such 
mechanisms when making choices in whether or not to engage in bricolage. More 
research needs to extend this initial exploration of the benefits and boundary 
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Appendix 6.2 Data Collection Overview 
Case ID
*

















































Screen Shots of 
Website,  Facebook 
Impressions and 
Tweets 
* CASE IDs were generated to protect the anonymity of the respondents. 




Items Sample  β (Wave 1)  
Bricolage 1_8   (All Samples) ..034*** 
Bricolage 1_8   (All HP) ..015 
Bricolage 1_8   (All RD) ..031*** 
Bricolage 1_8   (NF HP) .000  
Bricolage 1_8   (NF RDD) .027*** 
Bricolage 1_8   (YF HP) ..033 
Bricolage 1_8   (YF RDD) .034*** 




 Conclusion Chapter 7:
7.1 INTRODUCTION 
Venture creation processes are gaining more prominence within the field of 
entrepreneurship (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Davidsson & Gordon, 2012; 
Gordon, 2012). These processes are multifaceted, complex and iterative (Ardichvili 
et al., 2003) and rely on resources as fundamental building blocks for entrepreneurial 
actions. Typically, however, many early stage firms are created and develop amidst 
resource constraints (Shepherd et al., 2000). Entrepreneurial bricolage, a theory of 
resourcefulness is one theory that evaluates resource processes of early stage firms as 
a way to persist and survive their often tenuous beginnings (Fisher, 2012). 
Critically, however, a lack of consensus exists in the current literature when 
evaluating the relationship between bricolage and early stage firm performance. 
More often than not current theorising describes positive firm outcomes as a result of 
bricolage (e.g. Garud & Karnøe, 2003), and a viable tool of resilience within 
constraints.  Others, however, suggest bricolage creates substandard solutions and as 
a result, poor performance (Hatton, 1989). This suggests that important, yet 
unexplored factors may influence the bricolage-performance relationship. 
Overall, the research aim of this thesis was to enhance our understanding of the 
role of bricolage behaviours in early stage firm performance by providing a more 
complete picture of the patterns, processes and contexts that shape its effectiveness. I 
did this by applying a mixed methods research design of three distinct studies 
providing “different aspects of the same issues” (Davidsson, 2005, p. 60). 
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In analysing the literature I found several unexplored areas of interest to extend 
current theorising in bricolage. First, I noted the way bricolage literature typically 
assessed and measured firm performance. I could find no empirical tests of bricolage 
using firm performance variables commonly used in entrepreneurship such as 
measures of venture emergence (i.e. firms that become operational, those that persist, 
or discontinue e.g. Carter et al., 1996; Davidsson & Gordon, 2012; Gartner et al., 
2004) or other financial performance measures (sales) (Carter et al., 1996; Zahra, & 
George, 2002). The majority of research evaluates bricolage and innovation (e.g. 
Salunke et al., 2013), or growth (Baker & Nelson, 2005) or “success” (Stinchfield et. 
al, 2013) but bricolage has not been tested using common entrepreneurship 
performance variables (venture progression, sales) in a large representative sample. 
Second, I acknowledged that environment is significant factor in bricolage literature 
(Baker & Nelson, 2005; Desa & Basu, 2013; Fisher, 2012; Lévi-Strauss, 1966) 
Study 1: External Conditions 
Study 2: Internal Conditions 












where typically the focus is on environmental munificence/constraint arguments 
(Fisher, 2013). However, other opportunities existed to extend this research by 
assessing the effects of challenging and unpredictable environments most early stage 
firms now face. The influence of environmental dynamism on the relationship 
between bricolage and firm performance is critical to understand. To the best of my 
knowledge, this research is the first to use a measure of environmental dynamism in 
bricolage research 
Another emerging theme developed in the literature review was teams, and 
how their composition may influence bricolage and firm performance. The prior 
bricolage research on teams (e.g Bechky & Okhuysen, 2011) provides only sample 
descriptives with no specific theorising about how team composition may influence 
the bricolage-firm performance relationship. Resource literature suggests teams 
influence resource decisions, access and combination activities (Mosakowski, 1998), 
which would make them significant in bricolage actions. 
Finally the literature review also indicated several implicit assumptions about 
the process of bricolage and the limited theorising about how actions may limit 
bricolage effectiveness. By taking a more fine grained approach to studying 
bricolage actions, I inductively generated mechanisms and actions that may limit 
bricolage effectiveness. The identification of these mechanisms and actions makes a 
novel theoretical contribution to bricolage theory.  This chapter is structured as 
follows. First I provide a summary of the key findings of each of the three studies. 
Finally, I acknowledge some potential limitations of this research, and provide some 
suggestions for future research. 
7.2 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 
In the first study, using speed of development, co-creation and innovativeness 
arguments, I theorised that bricolage would positively effect early stage firm 
performance. Specifically I theorised that nascent firms using bricolage would be 
more likely to become operational. In young firms, I theorised that bricolage has a 
positive effect on early stage firm sales. Using a data set of 493 nascent firms and 
353 young firms. I found that on balance, increasing levels of bricolage increases the 
odds of persistence in wave 2.   
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Overall the nascent firm results highlight:  
 
Two common narratives occur within entrepreneurship regarding the limited 
progression within venture creation processes.  The first views this less risky slower, 
soft entry approach as a positive outcome. Entrepreneurs get to learn the ropes, gain 
confidence and become more resilient before becoming operational (Gallego, et al., 
2009).  The second views limited progression as a negative outcome as results 
suggest it may increase the likelihood of firm failure (Liao & Welsch, 2008).  
Bricolage research typically highlights the positive benefits of tinkering and 
experimentation (though this may create extended time and delays in the process).  
Study III inductively generated several actions and mechanisms that created these 
delays (refer Chapter 6).  I then tested the relationship between bricolage and young 
firm sales.  I found that bricolage had a positive relationship with sales in wave 3.  
The non- significant results in wave 2 may well be a result of recently established 
firms just entering the market, learning how to operate and develop in depth 
understanding of customer’s needs. In wave 3, after developing this better sense of 
their markets and their preferences, bricolage actions led to higher sales.   This is the 
first initial tests of this relationship using a large representative sample.  
The final tests in Study I used moderation techniques to evaluate the extent to 
which environmental dynamism shaped the relationship between bricolage and early 
stage firm performance. Bricolage literature suggests that environments are a critical 
(Fisher, 2012) yet bricolage studies have previously not empirically examined 
environmental dynamism and its influence on the bricolage-performance 
relationship.  Given firms face increasingly complex and dynamic environments, this 
explores an important boundary condition of bricolage behaviour. 
The non-significant results of environmental dynamism as a moderator I found 
in the nascent firms
90
 were not so surprising, given these firms may not yet have 
fully entered the market.  The young firm results, however, indicate that environment 
dynamism unexpectedly negatively moderates the bricolage-performance 
relationship.  Entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage achieve better sales in more stable 
                                                 
 
90
 Across both wave 2 and wave 3. 
Bricolage is a tool of persistence, not of progression in nascent firms. 
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environments (though dynamism has a relatively weak moderation effect in this 
analysis). In the chapter I outline why this may be the case through post hoc 
theoretical speculation.  
In Study II, I evaluated the ways different types of team composition may 
influence the bricolage – firm performance relationships in young firms. More 
specifically, I argued that strong relationship affiliations enhance the bricolage-
performance relationship and functional diversity within the team enhances bricolage 
and young firm performance (though in different ways). I found that both 
relationship affiliations and functionally diverse teams positively moderate the 
relationship between bricolage and young firm sales. This is consistent with the work 
of Brannon et al., (2013) who suggests within team literature, that pre-existing 
relationships matter a great deal, and personal relationships, have a strong influence 
on performance in the initial stages of a firm’s development. This research also 
extends Garud and Karnøe’s (2003) work by empirically examining the positive 
impact of team relational embeddedness beyond high technology contexts.  
Appendix 7.1(a-b) provides a summary of all hypotheses and results from Studies I 
and II.   
What are the limits in bricolage action? In Study III, through in depth 
assessments of bricolage processes applied to tasks of four service sustainability 
firms I outlined bricolage actions and inductively generated several mechanisms and 
actions that limited bricolage effectiveness. Specifically, I found that indiscriminate 
divergent thinking (where resources were assessed in imaginative, flexible ways) 
created self-reinforcing patterns of iterative resource gathering and very broad 
categories of resources being gathered, which commonly led to limited bricolage 
effectiveness. Waiting for resources promised by existing networks also created 
stalled progression in bricolage activities and limited bricolage effectiveness.  
The case evidence suggested that organisation of resources and the ways that 
they were organised i.e. activities around categorisation, allocation, structuring, and 
integrating and divestment limit further bricolage actions.  These organising 
behaviours when applied in a haphazard approach in the trove, resulted unstructured 
clumps or piles of resources.  This created further challenges as objects were lost in 
the trove, where salient resources were not used in combinations as they were 
“missing”. The results also reveal resources that possess limited utility were also kept 
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in the trove, which led to extra handling of unnecessary resources, limiting bricolage 
effectiveness. 
In resource combination attempts, I noted three types of ambiguity (resources, 
their location and task) limiting bricolage effectiveness. Finally, in evaluating 
resource-fit and adjustment, the evidence suggests these three interrelated types of 
ambiguities coupled with distracted engagement in bricolage led to multiple false 
starts, half starts, dropped attempts, minimising bricolage effectiveness and the 
impact of bricolage behaviorus. 
7.3 IMPLICATIONS AND CONTRIBUTIONS 
7.3.1 Convergent Design   
Together the three studies suggest that overall: 
 
In Study I, bricoleurs remained in the venture creation process (perhaps as a 
result of wanting to reduce uncertainty around being an entrepreneur) and the results 
indicate that young firm entrepreneurs engaged in bricolage achieve better sales in 
wave 3 yet not wave 2 (potentially as a consequence of a better understanding of 
market needs, or reduced market uncertainty).  Recently established firms engaged in 
bricolage achieved better firm in more stable environments (with less uncertainty). 
Study II highlights that the bricolage-performance relationship is stronger for 
entrepreneurs that are well known to each other (suggesting teams that are less well 
known to each other, where there is uncertainty about skills or access to networks 
would not enjoy the same benefits as early stage teams using bricolage that were well 
known to each other).  Study III results illustrates how uncertainty and ambiguity 
around the resources, the ways they were organised, and uncertainty in tasks 
specifications all limited bricolage effectiveness in all cases. 
7.4 GENERAL IMPLICATIONS AND CONTRIBUTIONS 
These three studies have several general implications for entrepreneurship 
research. First, this research extends our theoretical understanding of entrepreneurial 
bricolage and venture performance beyond the typical innovation assessments 





provided in current theorising by providing the first initial tests, assessing the nascent 
stage of ventures and young firm sales. I conducted extensive tests over multiple 
waves for both young and nascent firms with multiple measures to confirm this 
relationship. In general the results follow prior theorising that relationship between 
bricolage and performance is ambiguous, and further research needs to explore the 
ways bricolage and its use changes over time.  
In nascent firms results indicate that bricolage is a valuable tool for persistence 
consistent with recent work by Powell and Baker (2014) on bricolage and resilience. 
For newly established firms, resilience is critical for survival and these skills may 
continue to sustain them through both opportunistic and difficult patches as their firm 
evolves over time.   Dynamic environments (which have previously not been tested 
in bricolage theorising) ensure the already resource constrained firms face additional 
challenges during this early stage of the firm.  For practice, the results suggest that 
despite the lean agile responses and skills, that bricoleurs may possess, it may simply 
come down to a lack of resources and an inability to meet the shifting demands of 
novelty that leave these firms with limited scope to enact relevant appropriate 
solutions. Early stage firms would do well to recognise they “can’t be all things to all 
people” when they have very few resources to create solutions based on the 
limitations of the resources on hand.  Strategies to enter multiple markets each with 
their own demanding distinct needs may prove to be just too difficult for early stage 
firm with limited resources engaging in bricolage behaviours. 
When assessing the composition of teams engaged in bricolage, both 
relationship affiliation and functional diversity enhance the relationship between 
bricolage and firm performance, but in different ways. Whilst many entrepreneurial 
firms may create teams in a more random way accepting all offers for help, the 
results of this study suggests entrepreneurial teams engaged in bricolage should 
create teams that are well known to each other yet have functional diversity. The 
final contribution of this research is to extend current theorising by evaluating more 
in depth bricolage actions, and mechanisms and actions that limit is effectiveness.  
The results suggest, for practice, a balanced approach is necessary in when 
using creative divergent thinking approaches and to be mindful of delays as a result 
of accessing resources through network bricolage (Baker et al., 2003). Limited 
structure around the ways resources are kept  to allow easy access to them when they 
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are needed So early stage firms who engage in bricolage also need to be measured in 
organising resources and mindful in creating solutions and limit uncertainty. 
These results advise: 
It’s not just “know what” with an entrepreneurs resources, for bricoleurs also equally 
important to “know where” both within the trove and in the external environment. 
7.5 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
My research, like most research, has certain limitations. First, this study uses 
data generated from the CAUSEE study that studies early stage venture performance 
and recently established young firms within Australia. While I am able to identify 
generalized effects typical to most early stage firms, the large representative sample 
of CAUSEE possesses very high levels of heterogeneity (Davidsson & Gordon, 
2011), which may conceal specific effects found in more homogenous samples or 
specific industries. Using a more homogenous sample, could provide a clearer 
picture of the relationship between bricolage actions, resource requirements and firm 
performance. In future research, I plan to retest the relationship between bricolage 
and  firm  performance  by  looking  at  more  homogenous  groups  characterised  
flexible processes (e.g. Creative Industries) and industries with a clearly defined 
scope (Financial Services e.g. stockbroking). 
Second, the performance of outcomes of nascent firms (operational, 
persistence, discontinuance) implicitly suggests some success (becoming 
operational) or failure (discontinued firm). Discontinued firms however, may 
produce “successful” outcomes (McGrath, 1999) and becoming operational may not 
lead to “success” (Davidsson & Gordon, 2011). In my case results, I found evidence 
of two stalled firms that were initially expected to become winners but stall during 
firm development (p. 138) (Ruhnka et al., 1992).  
Whilst these cases are often removed in empirical tests of firm performance, 
these firms may provide unique opportunities to understand the unexplored 
additional drivers of nascent firm bricolage actions. I plan to further explore 
bricolage actions within this important subset of persisting entrepreneurs through 
longitudinal qualitative research, leading to quantitative tests in the future. 
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A final limitation is present in Study III: the use of case research with its small 
samples can limit generalizability to other contexts (Huberman & Miles, 2002). I 
sought to address this problem through analytic generalisation at a conceptual level 
(Jack et al., 2008), so that results could be applied to other (theoretically similar) 
situations and contexts. 
Future Research 
Several other opportunities exist for future research. In study I the results 
suggest bricolage is a tool of persistence, not of progression in nascent firms. Future 
research could explore how resource decisions impact such delays in the process.  
For example, do entrepreneurs using bricolage in venture creation create more time 
in the process through attempts to establish their resource trove? Or are delays a 
consequence of learning the ropes as a new entrepreneur?  Or is it the characteristics 
of the resources collection i.e. resource scale or scope or some other attribute that 
limit progression?  Other future research could consider this at a more institutional 
level:  the impact of industry practice and sanctions on the use of bricolage in start-
up.  For example, do delays occur as a consequence of bricolage having limited 
legitimacy in their selected industry and as a result bricolage activities are hidden 
(Baker, 2007) or not discussed, limiting access to salient resources and hindering 
scavenging practices? 
The results in Study I assessed sales as a measure of performance.  Future 
research could extend these initial results through different measures (e.g. growth of 
sales, employees, profit c.f.Davidsson and Wiklund, 2000).  Future research could 
also further extend environmental dynamism tests by evaluating different types of 
measures of dynamism: dynamism in technology, dynamism in employment and 
different level of competition (Castriogiovanni, 2002; Dess & Beard, 1984). 
In study II future research could take an in-depth approach around themes that 
consider: 
- The impact of cultural influences and cultural diversity within the team 
(Bouncken, 2004) and networking abilities of the team (Witt, 2004)  and its  
influence on bricolage behaviours.  
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-  How co-creation with customers may provide further enable or limit 
insights in shaping the novelty and success of bricolage outcomes in team 
performance. 
The final study provides broad scope to better understand how the inductively 
generated mechanisms and actions impact bricolage effectiveness. Section 6.8 
provides multiple future research directions that consider: 
- The role of network partners and the influence benevolence and reciprocity 
in resource access and use for bricolage activities (and how this impacts 
subsequent bricolage actions). 
- How integration and assessments of resources occurs in the trove for firms 
using bricolage after Merger and Acquisition activities. 
- How different types of uncertainty and ambiguity have different impacts on 
firm performance whilst engaged in bricolage?   
7.6 CONCLUSION 
This dissertation evaluates the efforts of entrepreneurs, engaged in bricolage 
during early stage venture creation. I assessed the role of bricolage in shaping early 
stage firm performance through three distinct studies which explore and tested 
potential contingency effects of environment, team compositions and in depth actions 
of bricolage behaviour. In addition to providing greater clarity around the bricolage 
process, this research highlights several external and internal conditions that impact 
this important relationship. The findings make a series of theoretical contributions to 




APPENDIX 7.1A. REVIEW OF THE RESULTS YOUNG FIRMS 
(STUDY I AND STUDY II) 
Study 1 Environmental Dynamism as a Moderator of the Relationship Between Bricolage and Firm Performance 
H2 Bricolage has an overall positive effect on early stage firm 
sales. 
Not Supported Supported 
H4 Environmental  dynamism  moderates  the  relationship  
between 
bricolage and firm venture emergence; specifically, the 
more dynamic the environment, the greater the positive 
relationship between bricolage and young firm sales. 
Not Supported No  
Directional 
Support 
Study 2 Team Composition as a Moderator of the Relationship between Bricolage and Firm Performance 
H1 Relational affiliations positively moderates the effect of 
bricolage 
on firm performance (sales). 
Not Supported Supported 
H2 Team  functional  diversity  positively  moderates  the  
effect  of 
bricolage and firm performance (sales). 
Not Supported Supported 
 
APPENDIX 7.1B. REVIEW OF THE RESULTS NASCENT FIRMS 
(STUDY I) 
Number Hypothesis Result W2 Result W3 
Study 1 Environmental Dynamism as a Moderator of the Relationship Between Bricolage and Firm Performance 
H1(a) Bricolage has an overall positive effect on the 
performance of 
nascent firms. That is, firms using more bricolage are more 





H1(b) Bri olage has an overall positive effect on the 
performance of 
nascent firms. That is, entrepreneurs engaged in more 
bricolage are less likely to terminate than persist and 
remain in the process. 
Supported Not Supported 
H3 (a) Environmental dynamism positively moderates the 
relationship 
between bricolage and the performance of nascent firms. 
That is, the more dynamic the environment, the greater the 
likelihood that 
firm  using  more  bricolage  are  operational,  than  persist  
and 
remain in the process. 
Not Supported Not Supported 
H3(b) Environmental dynamism positively moderates the 
lationship 
between bricolage and the performance of nascent firms. 
That is, the more dynamic the environment, there is less 
likelihood that firm using more bricolage will terminate, 
than persist and remain 
in the 
process. 
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